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IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, MONDAY, JULY 20, 1992, 4130 P.M

KS. GREERI I would Ilk, to welcome

everyone to tonight's nesting. We are glad you

were able to make it tonight, and we look

forward to a very productive neeting.

My melee im Lisa Green. Tonight

I'll be serving in a dual role. First, I'll be

acting as moderator for the •eating. As

moderator ay tack is to help us move through the

agenda In a timely manner and make inure that

everyone who wishes to has en opportunity to

participate.

The other role I will be playing

tonight Is as the remedial project manager for

DOE-Idaho. A■ the remedial project manager,

I'll be helping to answer your questions on the

project. I'll try to indicate specifically

those times when I'm acting in the DOE role;

otherwise, 1'11 be in the moderator poeition.

There ars several desired outcome■

for thin nesting tonight. First i■ to gather

public consent on the No Action proposed plans

for the three projects that are on the agenda.

Th• proposed plan■ are projects
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1 that are at that stage where DOE, IPA and the

2 State have developed a technical recoamendation

3 for how to proceed, and we're taking comments

4 from the public before a final decision is made

3 on how to proceed at a particular site.

6 Input received during the public

7 comment period of this sooting and written

comment■ will be used by the agencies to

9 evaluate their recommendation and to cone to

10 final decision on each of the three sites.

11 The second desired outcome is to

12 give you an opportunity to ask queetions end

13 inform you about the detail■ of these three

14 proposed plan■ and how they fit into the broader

15 scope of D01'■ cleanup activities at the natl..

16 SD basically we're here to listen

17 to each other tonight. Take a moment to look at

IS the agenda that you received when you entered

19 the room tonight. As you can see, we have three

20 topics on tonight's agenda.

21 The first topic of the proposed

22 plan is the perched Meter System at the Test

23 Reactor Area. Following the presentation on

24 that topic, we'll have a question and answer

25 session to clarify any information you say want

1

2

to have explained in greater detail.

After we have an z w *** d all your

3 questions, we than will take time to hear your

4 verbal coaments on the Perched Water Proposed

5 Plan. Those will be commence for the official

6 record for that project.

7 After a short break, we'll nova to

S the second part of tonight's meeting and discus■

9 proposed plans for the Rotor Pool Pond at the

10 Central Facilities Area and the Chemical

11 tvapomation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

12 Due to the similarity between these

13 two projects, the technical presentation and

14 questions and answers and the consent portion of

13 the meeting of these two proposed plans have

16 been combined. We did this in response to a

17 number of peblic comment■ we received requesting

15 that we try to combine siailar topics when it's

19 possible.

20 At this tine I would like to

21 introduce two individuals who are in the

22 audience. The first is Reuel Smith, who is the

23 IJEL community relations plan coordinator. This

24 is also probably a good time to mention that the

25 public coaaent period on nOt's Community
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Relations Plan has been extended to September 1,

1992. That plan establishes a process to help

DOE communicate environmental restoration

4 information to the public and help the public

5 communicate back to DOE on those Inoue,.

So if you have any Inoues related

7 to the Community Relations Plan in general, you

want to talk with Reuel, he is your men. So you

9 have a couple hours here to corner him end ask

10 him questions.

11 The second person I would like to

12 introduce is Mike Coe. Mike, would yOU pleas*

11 stand. Mike Is with the laiti public affairs

14 office. So if you have any questions or

IS comment■ that are outside the scope of these

15 three proposed plans, you can see Mike at the

17 break or following the meeting and he'll be

18 happy to talk with you about those other issues.

19 8o after each of the two

20 presentations, questions may either be submitted

31 In writing using the note cards you found on

22 your chair when you cans in tonight, or if you

23 prefer, you can use the microphone, which will

24 be brought up front here. We use the note cards

35 for a couple of reasons. First, the cards allow

1 the respondents a few seconds to think about the

2 questions before they respond. Second, some

3 ■embers of the audience may not prefer to come

4 up and use the microphone.

5 After each question and answer

6 period there will be ■n opportunity for you to

7 provide comments on the proposed plan for agency

consideration. This comment period is the

9 official comment period for putting verbal

10 comments in the record. Comments will be

11 evaluated for the final decision and any

12 responses to those comeents will be made

13 available.

14 How to make the comments? As I

15 mentioned earlier, one of the purposes of this

16 emoting Is to give you an opportunity to sake

17 your thought■ known to the agency. If you

11 choose not to do so at the casting or if you

19 wish to submit additional comments in writing

20 after you've given your verbal comments, the

21 address of where to send written coemsnt■ it on

22 the back side of your agenda. If any of you

23 have brought prepared statement■ here which you

24 would like to have included in the meeting

25 record and responded to in the Responsiveness
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Summary, you may read them during the verbal

comment segment of the meeting or give they into

a taper recorder that we have set up in the back

of the room, or give your prepared stateaent, if

you have it written down, to Reuel Smith at the

bank table and thet comment will be incorporated

into the record.

A tape recorder is else available

for anyone who would like to make a verbal

coamont but would rather not do so In front of

an audience,. In addition, you'll find on the

back table there are comment forms in three

colors, one color for each of the three

projects. Von can fill out a form tonight and

leave it with Reuel at the back table or you can

mail it In later.

written and verbal comments are

given equal weight in consideration of the final

devimion and both are responded to in the

Responsiveness Summary.

Reuel, how many people have signed

up at this point to make verbal comments here

tonight?

SR. SWIM It look■ like on the

sign up sheet we didn't have a column if they

1

2

3

4

5

s

7

a

9

10

have prepared comments. We might last ask the

oudionce to get an indication of those that have

attended tonight.

MS. GREEN, We have one person.

AUDIENCE MIME; What do we

comment on?

MS. ORESNi we haven't started the

specific topics yet. These are the general

ground roles for the meeting. You'll have, the

opportunity to coament on each of the three

11 projects later on.

12 I■ there anybody here who knows

13 that they would i ike to make verbal coaments?

14 One, two, three, okay. If that's not the final

15 tally, you ars able to change your mind anytime

16 before the oral comment !segment for that project

17 that you're interested in.

16 In general, if there i■ a homey

19 request for making comments, we will limit

20 comments to five amputee for the verbal comment

21 session. The comment period for these three

22 projects runs through August 5th, 1992. So you

23 have until August 5th to provide your consent■

24 on each of those three. projects.

25 What happens to your comfiest' after
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1 you have made them? After the comment period

2 hes ended, DOE prepares a summarization of both

3 oral and written comments that we've received

4 during the period. The three agencies than

5 respond to comments that ere relevant to each

6 topic in • document called the Responsiveness

7 Summary.

a Again, verbal and written comments

9 are given equal consideration, and that

10 Responsiveness Summery become■ part of the

11 Record of Decision for each topic and it will be

12 sent to ISEL Information repositories and to

13 everyone who has signed the attendance register

14 at the back table. Everyone who submit■ written

15 comment* or provides an address will receive the

16 document.

17 We have a court reporter here

19 tonight to transcribe the meeting. To help the

19 court reporter, please everyone take the few

20 moments that it take■ to come to the microphone,

21 otherwise the court reporter say not capture

22 what you have to say for the record.

23 Also each time you come to the

24 microphone, be sure to repeat your name. I

25 believe, Reuel, the name requirement is

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

e

9

10

associated with your formal comments, right/

KR. SMITH: Yes.

MS. GREEN: If you're just coming

up during the question and answer period, we

don't need your name.

Now, that I have ■aid ■y piece

hers, let a• introduce the agency

representatives that are up here with ■e. To my

far right is Dave Hovland with the Division or

6nvironmental Duality. He works for the State

11 of Idaho. And to my near right is Linda Meyer,

12 who works for the EPA Region 10. I will give

13 both of them an opportunity to make a few

14 opening remarks here. In the interest of not

15 showing proper etiquette, Linda elected to ■peak

16 after Dave.

17 KR. HOVLANDI Am Lisa said, I'm

IS Dave Hovland. I's the State's 'MEL technical

19 manager, I work in Soles, Idaho. I'm also the

20 NAG manager for the TRA. That'■ one of the

21 proposed plans that we're presenting tonight.

22 I would like to introduce a couple

23 of key State esployees. Ny counterpart in Idaho

24 Fell■ is Shawn Rosenberger standing over there.

25 Two of Shawn's staff are going to

10
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1 be presenting Information or representing the

2 State on the other two proposed plans. The

3 first one is nave Frederick. Dave is the CPA

4 manager. The other one is Ton Stoops. They

5 both work in Idaho falls. Tom is the ARA

6 manager.

7 I would like to say that the State

a supports the three proposed plans, and us very

9 much encourage public comment an the plans.

10 After the public comment is completed, we will

11 evaluate and address a11 public comment■ and

12 prepare a Record of Decision for all the three

13 sites that we're talking about tonight.

14 MS. KRIM I'm Linda Meyer with

15 the 'environmental Protection Agency. I's also

16 the WAG manager for the Test Reactor Area.

17 Howard Blood, who Is in the audience here, is

18 the project manager for ARA and CPA.

19 Basically, I want to emphasise two

20 important points that nave sad., and that is

21 that these decisions have not been made end your

22 participation and input is an important part in

23 our process. So we need your commmnt■ to help

24 us complete the decision process. SO please

25 voice your concerns, we're interested in your

11

1

2

3

input.

MS. GREENt Thank you. With that

Introductory note, let'. save right into the

4 presentation of the Perched Water System at the

5 Test Reactor Area. I'll turn things over to

6 Nolan Jenewn, who is the DOS project manager for

7 the Perched Water System.

0 MR. ..IRMIE51 Now, with that long

0 introduction, I had plenty of clef to get vary

10 nervous. Again, like Lisa mentioned, we're

11 going to be talking about three different

12 projects at the INB4 tonight. Specifically

13 about the proposed plans. There are copies on

14 the back table, they are all in the ease packet.

15 But the three projects that we're

16 going to be talking about tonight are the

17 Perched Water System at the Test Reactor Area,

111 the Motor Pool Pond at the Central facilities

19 Ares, and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the

20 Auxiliary Area.

21 Let as just quickly show •

22 photograph of each one. This 1■ the Test

23 Reactor Area, and I'll show you this photograph

24 again In a few minutes, but this is essentially

25 east, north and theme are the Waste Water Ponds.

12
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1

2

This is the sera welt• Pond that w• talked about

a year ago.

3 This is a photograph of the Motor

4 Pool Pond. That's this aria right here at the

5 Central racilities Area. This is a photograph

6 of the Auxiliary Reactor Area, and this is the

7 Chemical. Evaporation Pond right hero, the

8 greenish area.

10

So those are this three project,

that we're going to be talking *beat in vary

11 general taros. This first thing I want to do,

13 though, I think one of the hardest things there

13 Is for us is getting this information in such a

14 concise manner so we can help you understand

15 what wars talking about and the reasons for the

16 recoamendations. So what I'm going to try to do

17 in the few slant.. is just briefly go over the

16 process that we follow in coming to this

19 recommendation.

20 As you know, we're doing this under

21 the Superfund Law, these cleanups and

22 investigations. Under the Suporfund Law, whin a

23 site in the United States is thought to pose a

24 potential risk to human health and the

35 mmvironment, it is placed on the, National

13

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

10

11

13

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Priorities Lilt. Tho INEL w■ placed on the

Notional Oriorltiss List at the and of 1989, in

Docombar of 1989. Once • sit* is placed on that

list, than under the law it is required that

Investigation ha don• on those sit.' to find out

if they po■. an unacceptable risk.

That investigation process is

called a r•mediai investigation, end those

investigations have been don. on each of the

three projects that we'll talk about tonight.

The remedial investigation -- not

that the component■ at* vary difficult to

understand, it's just whom we do ■n

invastigation wo answer a couple questions.

Number one, what kind of contaminants are out

them? And then a more key gusation, what kind

of risk do they pout

Once that investigation is done and

we've evaluated the risk, than we go Into your

decision making process on if something should

be cieanad up, ■nd if so, how it should be

cleaned up. we call that the decision making

proves.. And the first part of that is as soon

as the agencies con. to a consensus on the

recommendations for a sit• than we come Out for

14
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1 public comment to get the public'■ view on

2 recommendations and see if there ■re concern. or

3 things that we need to take into consideration

4 when the final decision i■ made.

5 Once the decision is reached, it is

6 documented into a document called the Record of

7 Decision. Than once that Record of Decision is

8 reached, the decision is implemented.

9 Let me just take another couple

10 minute■ and explain jolt a little bit more about

11 the remedial investigation process. A■ I acid

12 earlier, there are two key component■ of the

13 remedial investigation. The first one is

14 characterization, going out taking samples,

15 finding out what is out there, what kind of

16 contaminant■ are there at the ■Ste. Then once

17 that is found out end it is determined what

18 level of contamination some hypothetical person

19 could be exposed to, then ■ risk  

20 done, calculations are done with those

21 concentrations and that is used to determine

22 what risk is posed by that site.

23 So in a nutshell, that's the

24 general process that we're talking about here

25 tonight and has been done for each of these

13

1

2

sites.

How, just to give a Quick overview

3 on what is considered to he an acceptable risk.

4 This whole process is defined in what la called

5 the National Contingency Plan. That is the

6 regulation plan, the Code of federal Regulation

7 that implement■ the Superfund Law. In the

National Contingency Plan there is a risk range

9 that is defined.

10 The first one that I'll talk ■bout

11 Is for a potential cancer-causing chemical or

12 contaminant. What the Notional Contingency Plan

13 states is that if • risk is found to be in

14 excess of this risk range, which is one

15 potential incident of cancer in 10,000 to one in

16 one million, if it's above that range it is

17 considered to be unacceptable. If it's within

It that range or below it, it's considered to be

19 acceptable. That's for carcinogenic risk.

20 for non-carcinogenic risks, for

21 toxic-type risks that Is something like, for

22 example, • contaminant may cause some health

23 effect like high blood pressure, relabes or some

24 organ damages Like liver or kidney damage or

25 something like that, then there is ■ value.

16
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1 celled a hazard Index that is established. What

2 that says is that if we're lose than one then

3 there is clearly no unacceptable rim)/ posed, and

4 one point to stake on this, if it's also less

5 than one that considers sensitive populations,

6 like infants. So if we're lame than one, we're

7 very comfortable that there i■ no unacceptable

risk at the site. Above one, then we need to

9 start looking at the risk and determining if the

10 cleanup is necessary.

11 Also one thing that ■omeone

12 mentioned that I should point out here, on the

13 carcinogenic risk, just for a reference point,

14 and that is the national average for incidence

15 of cancer is up in this range, up in here

16 somewhere.

17 AUDIENCE NENSER: What is the

IS 'Keening of that "one"? Is that one death per

19 USA or one death per year?

20 MR. JENSEN: This one?

21 AUDIENCE NENDERI Tea. What is the

22 units on that?

23 MR. °DRUM That'■ ■ hazard index.

24 I'm Jo. Cordon from Damee A Moor.. The one

23 mean■ that the value that woo calculated cut at

17

1 the site is compared to what Is regarded by EPA

2 and other internationally recognised committees

3 a■ this threshold value, and those two values are

4 compared and if their ratio is one, then that

means they are equivalent.

4 NS. GREEN; So there is no unit on

7 it?

KR. GORDON' Right, it'■ • unities.

quotient.

10 AUDIENCE MEMBER: That ■eans one

11 possibility of an adverse effect for how many

12 people?

13 MR. GORDO*: mo, this is for

14 non-carcinogenic toxic effects. So the "one'

15 means that the two values were equivalent,

16 because they are divided by each other.

17 AUDIENCE NEXESR: It doesn't tell

11 us anything about risk, in other words?

NR. GORDON! No

20 AUDIENCE MEMBER! Thank you.

21 NA. JENSEN: Okay. That was a very

22 quick overview of the process that we go through

23 to determine if a site poses en unacceptable

24 risk. So maybe since we had one question, if

2S there are ■ny other quick ones before we go on

15
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just on the processes that we're following.

AUDIENCE XENSER: where is the

3 uncertainty calculation for the hazard index in

4 your displays of the hazard index?

5 X8. GORDON: Is the question where

6 is the uncertainty in the hazard index?

7 AUDIENCE KINDER' where it it

8 treated In your presentation of the hazard

9 index? Is the one ratio with the uncertainty

10 Incorporeted in the calculation?

11 *R. GORDON' Yee.

12 AUDIENCE XEMBERr A question of

13 format. It ***** to be a legalese ter, to say,

14 "No unacceptable risk.* Can't you just say, "An

15 acceptable risk?* I find that in the report■ on

14 all three of those you come up with the double

17 negative, which I find confusing to many of the

IS people.

19 MR. JENSEN: Good point. That's

20 just the way It's bean done.

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: It i■ most likely

22 an EPA term.

23 NR. JENSEN: I don't know if I can

24 blue that on ERN or not, I really don't.

25 That's the way we've done it, and that's the

19
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 ge we're trying to get across is that we

didn't find a risk to be unacceptable.

what I'm going to do now I■ spend a

couple minute■ talking about -- oh, wait, I

wasn't done.

Now I want to explain for a minute

how this agreement is set up between the

agencies. We are doing these investigations

under what le called the Federal Facility

Agreement and Consent Order. It'■ an agreement

between the Department of Energy, the Idaho

Department of health and Welfare and the

Environmental Protection Agency.

The way this agreement was set up,

since the INEL La a large complex with several

different facilities and a lot of different

things to look at, the National. Contingency Plan

talk, shout dividing large complex sits■ into

what le known as operable units. co you can

look at It in a bite size way of looking at it,

I guess.

So what was established -- and 1

don't know if you noticed, but when people were

introduced, they wars introduced as WAG

managers. Well, that stands for Waste Area

20
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2

Group, and the Intl. has been divided into ten

Waste Area Groups. Nine of them ■r• essentially

3 the different facilities out et the MIL. The

4 WAG 10, Waste Area Croup 10 Is, I guess it kind

3 of fills in all but the holes in the Swiss

6 cheese, It is everything else, the miscellaneous

7 sits., ■nd it's also ■ key part of the Waite

S Area Group 10. That's when • final evaluation

9 will be done on the Snake River Plain Aquifer

10 for the entire INEL.

11 Once the Waste Area Group■ were

12 established -- still that's ■ lot of different

13 things to look et in each one of those Waste

14 Area Groups, so the Waste Area Group• were then

15 further divided into what we're calling Operable

16 unite. Just to show you the three operable

17 unit■ that we, are talking about tonight are

IS these, Waste Area Group 2 Si the Test Reactor

19 Area and wo forth,

20 So what happens then as we go

21 through this process? We look at individual

22 contaminant, sites. Three of thane we will be

23 talking about tonight. Then after we look at

24 each of the smaller units, then there will be an

25 evaluation done, a comprehensive •valuation don•

21

1

2

3

4

5

S

10

11

12

13

14

IS

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

23

at each of the Waste Area Groups. Then once the

evaluation is done at each of the waste Area

Groups, that then is rolled up into this

comprehensive WAG 10 remedial investigation,

which will be done focusing on the Snake River

Plain Aquifer and looking at cumulative effects.

So I guess the idea here i■ that we

are -- you have to look at all the little pieces

in order to be able to roll the■ up and look at

the cumulative impacts,.

Now on to the Test Reactor Area.

The first one we're going to talk about tonight

is the Perched Water Systea at the Test Reactor

Area. It's Operable Unit 1-12. Specifically,

what this investigation was focused on was

looking at the perched groundwater beneath the

Test Reactor Area -- and I'll talk about that in

a minute -- in finding out what the effect■ of

that perched water i■ on the aquifer. Does that

perched water pose ■ risk on the aquifer that is

unacceptable?

Here is another photograph of the

Test Reactor Area. What happens is, as I

pointed out earlier, there Is a series of

wastewater ponds to each aide of the Test

22
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Reactor Ares. This is the Warm Wast• Pond

again, this i■ the Cold Waste Pond right hero,

we'll be talking about that In a few minutes.

But as wastewater comes out of the facilities ■t

the Test Reactor Area, it i■ placed into theee

ponds. This is the sewage right here, water

that come' out of the sewage treatment plant.

But as wastewater is put into these ponds, it

seeps Into the subsurface. As it goes down it

encounter■ layers in the subsurface, layer* of

sediment that are relatively impermeable. The

water doesn't pass through them as quickly ■s it

does the other layers.

Bo what happens Is it encounters

these layers, it Blows the water enough so it

perches or it mound' over those layers. And

under each of thee• ponds there are two general

perched water bodies, under each of the

individual ponds at about 50 feet there is a

small body of perched water that forms. Then as

it seeps through that one at about ISO feet

there Is another layer of relatively impermeable

sediments that slows it, so It creates this

larger perched water body at about 150 feet and

then the top of the Snake River Plain Aquifer is

23

1 about 440 feet in the area of the Test Reactor

2 Ares.

3 Bo essentially what we're talking

4 about is do these two bodies of water, as they

5 seep through the ■ubaurface and reach the

6 aquifer, i■ that going to cause • problem?

7 This is the larger body. Again, as

e I mentioned, each of the panda has a smaller

9 body of perched water beneath it, If there is

10 water going into the pond, but then they reached

11 that lower 150 foot level and this Is the

12 outline, ePproslmate outline, of that deep

13 parched water body.

14 These little black dot■ ■11 over

15 this photograph ■how the monitoring wells that

16 are Installed. They are installed at different

17 depths. Boas of them go to the aquifer, some of

16 them go down to the deep perched rater, some to

19 the 'hallow. But this is basically where we got

20 the information to do this investigation risk

21  •

22 Again, the questions that we're

23 answering with this investigation are: Whet is

24 out there? And this photograph, again, kind of

25 shows this La where we got the information to

24
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find out what is out there. Row we heed to

answer the questions Okay, now we know it's

there, how bad is 1t7 What 2'm going to do now

is turn the tins over to Jo. Gordon from Dames i

Moore who conducted the risk espessment

calculations for this project. Joe.

MR. CORDON: Thank you, Nolen.

This diagram is supposed to be • representation

of the risk 44444444 nt process. The first step

in the risk   Is to evaluate the data

and identify which contaminants might be a

concern at the site, and then this data is

applied •saentially in two parallel pathways

here. One is to look at the toxicity of the

contaminants, both fro■ a carcinogenic and

non-carcinogenic standpoint, then to perform en

exporure ssssssss nt, which involves how the

water and contaminants Rove through the soil,

and then the intake by humans and ecological

receptors. Then those two parallel paths are

pulled together at the end during the risk

characterisation where you combine the total

intake with the doe' response.

The data that wa■ obtained during

the site characterization is screened down to

25

1 identify those contaminants, which are thought

2 to contribute to more than one percent of the

3 risk ■t the site. So that way we can focus the

4 risk 00000000 nt on those contasinent■ that

5 really are going to drive the risk. The

6 contaminants that are shaded in hare are the

7 ones that turned out to doainate the risk.

S Than in the exposure assess sent, we

9 developed an exposure scenario in which we have

10 a hypothetical on-site resident farmer who goes

11 out and lives out at the Test Reactor Area,

12 installs a well directly below the Perched water

13 System in the Snake River Plain Aquifer,

14 irrigates hie crops, feeds his livestock, eat■

is the crops, livestock, and consume■ all hie water

16 from that well.

17 In addition, we evaluated

IS non-human ecological receptors, Ye have looked

19 at vegetation. We evaluated vegetation by

20 looking at the uptake of groundwater. We looked

21 at herbivores through the consumption of

22 groundwater, direct contact with ■oil and

21 ingestion of groundwater. Then we looked at

2a carnivores through all the same pathways with

15 the addition of ingestion of animals out at the

26
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To do this we constructed a

groundwater model. The purpose of the

4 groundwater model was to predict the flow of

5 contaminants and water from the Perched Water

System to the Snake River Plain Aquifer over

7 time, One of the findings of the groundwater

S modeling ecirclee was that the deep perched

water body would completely disappear within

10 seven years of the shutdown of the Cold Waste

11 Pond.

12 So the bottom line here was that

13 the risks of carcinogenic contaminants out at

14 the cite 125 years in the future ware one in 179

15 million, which you see is well into the

16 acceptable range. In addition SPA, in their

17 evaluation of the ri , calculated

IS when would a hypothetical resident be able to

19 live out there and receive en acceptable risk?

20 And we calculated that could be in the year

21 2000, which we show is ten years there.

22 The hazards were also Calculated

23 and also found to be in the acceptable range for

24 both the ten and 125 years scenarios.

25 So in summary, there currently are

27

1

2

no risk. from perched water out at the mite

since the mite is restricted. And far an

3 on-site resident farmer living at the site, the

4 risk would fall within the acceptable rang.

S within ten years.

6 SO I guess with that I'll turn it

7 back over to Nolan.

S MR. JENSEN' Just in summary here,

based upon the results of the investigation, the

10 contaminants that were found to be there and the

11 concentrations that were found to be there and

12 the result's of the risk assessment, it was

13  fined that this sits -- can I say poses an

14 acceptable risk?

IS AUDIS'S= I would hope no.

16 Thank you.

17 MR. J[NSENI However, given the

IS fact that this is baled on a computer model and

19 concentrations that are predicted by that model,

20 we're going to go ahead and monitor that system

21 to make sure that the predictions that we made

22 with that modeling effort arm accurate.

23 So what this says is we're not

24 planning on going out end doing cleanup, we

23 would recommend that that not be done; however,

25
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we would recommend that this monitoring be dons

and that a periodic review, which would be

conducted by the agencies, meaning the

Environmental Protection Agency and the Idaho

Department of Wealth ■nd Welfare, that that

would be dons periodically just to assure that

the argueptions are correct, that the

predictions we made are correct and that the

reCommendetiOn that we made is correct.

So with that, I will turn the time

back to Lies to moderate the question and answer

period.

MB. GREBNI Before we go on to

general questions and answers on the TWA Parched

Water, are there any specific questions on this

presentation while we have Nolan under the

spotlight hers that you might want to ask hi■

specifically?

With that, we'll open it up to the

general question and answer session on the TPA

Perched Water Project.

Please pees your note cards to the

end of the aisle so that Reuel and Erik Simpson

can collect them. If you have additional note

card■ that you want collected during the

29

1 session, plesse raise your hand. We'll begin

2 with the note cards to get thing■ rolling here,

3 then the respondent will read the question out

4 loud and after reading the card, if there 1■

5 some Clarification required of the question•, he

6 or ■he will ask for clarification.

7 If the panel's answer to a question

S Say lead to another question which you would

9 like to ask, feel free to follow up questions

10 either at the microphone or using another not•

11 card, whichever you prefer. Tor those of you

12 who do come to the microphone, out of fairness

13 to the panelists and everybody else here, if you

14 would please ask one question at • time ■o we

15 can be sure that all your questions are

26 answered. We'll take the first question.

17 AUDIS/MN MEMBER: Slam Holman from

111 Pocatello. I have a question on page A-7 of the

19 TRA plan here, there are some even concentrations.

20 In strontium-SO it appears to be a little

21 different because at the aquifer mean

22 concentration in 1990 it's .0019, then the

23 predicted aquifer concentrations for 125 years

24 is .29. I was lust wondering why that is. Is

25 strontium apecial? Are the numbers mixed up or

30
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6

7

S

10

11

12

IS

14

IS

li

17

IS

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

what is the maximum concentrations of strontium

between the two range■ or i■ it •vsz greater

than .29?

MR. JENSENI This Is Peter Sinton.

he was the one that did the computer modeling

work. Rather than say •ometblng incorrect, I

will let his take the time.

MR. SISTOW3 Strontium is not

special. It actually peaks at an earlier year.

It comes up to • higher value than you see, but

there i■ a higher value in between. I don't

know exactly where it *ode up but that Is pretty

close to what it le.

AUDIENCE MEMBER; Is that

MR. SIRTORi Mot necessarily, it's

not much higher than that. It's not significantly

higher than that.

AUDIENCE MEMBER' It's on the

downswing now.

MR. 3INTON1 Yes.

AUDIENCE MEMBER' I have a

question.

XS. GREENI Is this for the risk

assessor while he's up here?

AUDIENCE MISER' Yea. Can you

31

explain why it would increase at all fro■ its

2 present value?

3 KR. SINTONI It inc as because

4 it's absorbed in the sediments beneath the Wars

5 Waste Pond, end it moves ■ little bit slower

6 than soma of the other contaminants like

7 chromium or tritium, end so it does come through

1 at • later time since it'■ moving slower.

9 That's why it Is predicted to come up a little

10 bit later on.

11 AUDIENCE MEMBER' I see. Then

12 where ie the measuring point in this aquifer?

IS It must be wall downstream from where the

14 downflow from where it's entering then.

15 KR. SINTON: Actually, it'■ not.

16 It's very close actually to where the Wer* Waste

17 Pond is. I believe that would probably ba the

le concentration that is indicative of several of

19 the wells that are right below the Warm Waste

20 Pond.

21 KR. GORDON' One clarification

21 point is that these ere predicted values, these

23 ere not measured values, so this fm a predicted

24 concentration directly below the Perched Water

25 System.

33
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AUDIENCE KEWSSR: Doe■ that value

take Into account the decay factor for

strontium?

KR. SISTON1 It takes into account

the decay in the water.

AUDIENCE MEMBER& Why does the

7 strontiva /Rove slower?

MR. SINTON1 Strontium moves

9 slower because ■toms have CharaCterletlCe,

10 specific characteristics, so when they come Into

11 contact with soil, each of thee behaves slightly

12 differently. Strontium-90 in this cuss nOVOs

13 ■lower then tritium.

14 AUDIENCE XEMBERI Because it's

15 absorbed In soil?

16 MR. SISTONs Yee.

17 MS. DRUM' The additional answer

19 was because it absorbs In soil. Ws need to try

19 to use the microphone,  , If you don't have

30 a loud voice, or ea• ■ note card.

21 AUDIENCE RINSER/ The reason I

22 asked that is on page A-6, this Second column,

23 second paragraph, you define wean values. The

24 question gets back to: Over what area was the

25 aquifer value of ..an concentrations detorained?

33
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2

3

4

S

6

KR. SINTO.Ns At the black dots that

you saw an the one slide, ■11 of the wells that

are shown on here, those black dots, some of

them are In the deep perched zones, some ■re in

the Snake River Plain Aquifer. None of these

wells are in the shallow perched zone, which

7 Nolen talked about that little bubble. These

are all either in this bigger potato-shaped

thing or down in the Snake River Plain Aquifer.

10 These wells were the ones that were used to

11 determine or to estimate the Sean aquifer

12 concentrations. Some of they do not have any

23 detect values, like for asericlue, there is no

14 detect in the Snake River Plain Aquifer. So

15 there is really no measurable amount of

16 americium down there.

17 Do you have anything you want to

16 add?

19 MR. GORDON' No, the only thing I

20 would add i■ that It's basically -- you're

21 asking ■bout the Snake River Plain Aquifer? The

22 three wells at the top, I believe, are the. SASS

23 that are in the Snake River Plain Aquifer, which

24 were not used as part of that man. Those are

25 upgradient wells, those three right here.

34
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MS. GREEN' Any other questions?

AUDIENCE XENSER; Are you still

modeling the flow in the aquifer a■ though it

wore homogeneous flow, or is that a flow In a

homogeneous medium as opposed to piping and

channeling?

MR. SIMTOS: The flow in the

aquifer was not -- well, it was considered In

the model, but not considered as a key focus in

the ■odel. that is, we looked ■t modeling

concentrations from the ponds down to the Snake

River Plain Aquifer, so we didn't look at

transport away, if you will. The answer is yes

it was homogeneous, but it wasn't the focus of

the model.

MS. GREEN: That was because the

risk was assessed at the point directly beneath.

It wasn't assessed down gradient, so that

wouldn't be a factor In the risk  

That was my DOM hat, by the way.

Any other questions? Note cards,

Reuel?

MR. SMITHS I don't have any cards.

Peter, I just wanted to say would you Ilk* to

join the table up here.

35

1 MR. SINTONt Sure.

7 AUDIENCE MEMBER; This Question is

3 for the State. We're told that monitoring of

4 the Perched Water System and Snake River Plain

5 Aquifer e■ well as periodic reviews will be

6 conducted by EPA and Idaho Department of Neeith

7 and Welfare, and details for development of the

$ proposed monitoring plan and criteria for

9 termination of the reviews will be outlined in

10 the Record of Decision.

11 At a briefing in Pocatello, which

12 was not attended by either on. of the regulatory

13 agencies, w• did ask that that plan be available

14 before the Record of Decision, and the State of

15 Idaho's representative said that ■n attempt

16 would be made to have that plan available this

17 evening. Is it available?

IS MR. HOVLAND: Could you let ■e know

19 who that was?

20 AUDIENCE MEMBERS It wa■ Dean

21 Mygard.

22 MR. NOVIANDt I wasn't at the

23 nesting.

24 AUDIENCE MESSER: Ws had a speaker

25 phone.

36
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MR. HOVLAND' I can tall you that

2 we're working towards developing a plan right

a now and we're going to be meeting with SPA and

4 DOE and various consultants to develop all the

S parameters and all the details of that plan.

5 Bo I can tell you we are developing

7 it. The actual plan is not due until 21 days

8 after the Record of Decision is signed as per

9 the Agreement, but we are developing it through

10 time.

11 AUDIENCE MEMBER' well, lay

12 underetending froa the Pocatello briefing wee

13 that the people attending the briefing, at

14 least, had been aaeured by the State of Idaho

15 that the monitoring plan would be available

18 before the end of the public comment period.

17 Thank you.

18 MR. HOVLAND' You had mentioned

19 basically that it would be available tonight,

20 which is soamthing that I'm not aware of.

21 AUDIENCE MEKBERI Rut there is a

22 difference between tonight and 21 days after the

23 Record of Decision.

24 MR. JEXSEN' Do you want me to add

25 a little to that?

3/

1

2

3

4

MS. BREEN' Nolan was on the

telephone end of that technical briefing.

MR. JENSEN' I don't  bet the

exact promises. I do know we talked about the

5 fact that it will be done by the Record of

S Decision. And I guess one of the things that is

considered hare, until we get coafortable, some

8 comfort that this is, you know, the right

9 recommendation, we're not going to go clear Into

10 the development of that thing.

11 But basically what we have done,

12 and today, in fact, Dave and Linde today have

13 spent some time with Peter on talking about what

14 questions that monitoring should answer, which

15 wells. We have come up with a recommendation

18 that there are about ten of these wells that

17 probably should be monitored.

16 Another question here, by the way,

19 is what periodic monitoring et TRA perched water

20 means, doe's that mean once a year, once a decade

21 or what? What is going on there Is, I guess,

22 the first question is every once in a while or

23 routinely under another law, RCRA monitoring is

24 done on • quarterly basis, every three months.

25 Peter, in fact, did some statistical looking at

38
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2

how often that does need to be dons. Does it

*eke a difference If you do it quarterly or

3 bi-annually?

4 So what we're. doing right now 1■

5 discussing what L■ the right frequency? Mow

6 often should these reviews bet done? The

7 National Contingency Plan also talk■ about five

8 year reviews, at least every five years. so that

9 would be the minimum. One of the things that

14 needs to done during that review is not only

11 just monitoring the water, but like we said,

12 we're planning on the TRA ears Waste Pond being

13 gone next year. They are replacing it with a

14 new lined pond. So ono of the firrt things that

15 need■ to be done is cos. back in, say, a year or

16 two, and look ■nd sake sure that that pond is

17 gone and evaluate that. So there is more than

IS just the aquifer that needs to be looked at.

19 Did that give you an idea?

20 AUDIENCE KIASERt ■ell, I guess 1

21 still don't know when the monitoring plan will

22 be available to the public. And maybe the

33 answer la the monitoring plan will not b.

24 available.

25 MR. JENSENt Dave and Linda talked

39
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2

3

about that we naad to have that fairly well

established by the time the Record of Decision

is out. Whether the actual plan will be out by

4 than, I don't know. we really haven't got that

5 far.

6 MR. HOVLAND: I can tell you that

7 I'll certainly talk to Dean to see what his

s intent was in hie discussion with you on the

9 call. If you Can leave ■e a phone number so I

10 can gat back to you. Sa•Icalty, this week we're

11 going to be out et public meeting■ ■ll week •o

12 I'll ha able to call you nest week at the

13 earliest.

14 AUDIENCE MEWSERI If I nay, to

15 follow up on Seatrice'll comment. The very title

16 of the paper that you sent out in the mail to us

17 i■ the proposed plans for monitoring the Perched

18 Water Syste■ ■t the Test Reactor Area.

19 So I can understand why there is a

20 lot of interest in what this plan will be. But

21 that will not be part of any discussion as I

22 understand it with the public. That's the

23 impression I'm getting tonight.

24 MS. GREEN: If I can put On my DON

23 hat again. At this point in time that's

40
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1 correct. I guess there i■ always room• for

2 public comment on the project regarding the

3 availability of that plan for public review.

4 I'm not exactly sure how it would fit into a

5 legal process.

6 BR. HOVLAND/ As I mentioned

7 before, the scope of work for a monitoring plan

8 Is due 21 days after the ROB Is signed. And

1.1ko Linda and Nolan have aamtioned, we're

10 basically putting together that plan now and

11 evaluating different options for the type of

12 monitoring, the type of contaminants that would

13 be appropriate, but ft is a key part of this and

14 we're developing it right now.

15 AUDIENCE KENNEAt What groups

16 currently monitor this area? What constituents

17 do they monitor far it, and what period■ does

18 this monitoring occur at7

19 AS. GREEN1 Nolan, can you address

20 that?

21 KR. JENSEN' You should have just

22 told us. You probably know better than anyone.

23 Basically, the aquifer is monitored

34 by several Individuals. EG&G is monitoring at

25 the Test Reactor Area from the standpoint of are

41

1

2

3

4

the drinking water wells producing clean water.

That is done under the Sets Drinking Water Act.

As colt of you are everof I think, the

U.S. Geological Survey does an independent

5 monitoring of wells all over the IBM,. And TRA

is one of the areas that they are looking at

7 right now, as well as going back end looking at

sons of the old monitor well, and making ■are

9 that the wells are still adequate monitoring

10 Mimic's and things Ilk, that.

11 So the USGS is doing it, end than

12 the State INEL Oversight office i■ doing

13 monitoring out at the INIL. So there ere

14 Severel group■ who do monitoring ,specially of

15 the aquifer in general. But this monitoring

15 would be spocific to  ing the questions oft

1/ Is this decision or recommendation that we're

IS making, were the assumptions correct? Were the

19 predictions correct? And w• may use data fro■

20 that other monitoring to answer that question.

21 AUDIENCE KEMBERs To be a little

22 norm specific, the majority of the wells

23 completed in the perched water, in the deep

24 perched water are stapled either seas-annually

25 or quarterly, and a mall fraction of them

42



Z6
6L

 Z
O:

t5
:1

71
. 
C
 D
a
a
 n
t(
I 

annually, and the well* pictured -- the dots

illustrated that are in the aquifer, they are

3 either monitored semi-annually or quarterly or

for some walla on ■ monthly baits. So all

5 wells, generally all the dots Illustrated ere

6 currently part of the monitoring programs, which

7 do took for tritium and which do look for

chromium and also do look for strontium-90. So

it ia being monitored. Like the USGS monitoring

10 that there i■ really no end in sight for the

11 monitoring program.

12 MR. JEWSKIII One of the things we

13 might consider is to just use that USGS data.

14 If we look at that data, and we believe that

15 that is adequate data for our purposes, then

16 maybe we would work out some system where the

17 USGS would maks sure that they get the samples

IS that we need when they do their monitoring or

19 something like that.

20 Rut first of all, we have to decide

21 what we think is right to do and then we'll look

22 at the beet way to implement that. USGS could

23 be part of that implementation.

24 AUDIENCE MEMBERe Where are the

25 State's staples analyzed?

43

1

2

3

MR. HOVLAMD: Are you referring to

the Oversight monitoring?

AUOIENC6 MEMBER: I preens, the

4 gentleman here, Mr. Jensen, alluded to the fact

5 that the State was getting samples.

MR. StIvtANDt That's tight. I'll

7 let ■lint answer that. Flint Is part of the

INEL Overaight Group, which i■ a different State

group than the group then I'm in, the Division

10 of Environmental Quality.

11 MR. HALLS The monitoring that he's

12 referring to is a couple of what you sight call

13 ono-time ■hots, which might lead into -- based

14 on what Our sampling showed, might lead into

15 some longer term investigation*. The analyses

16 for radionuclides that we will be conducting

17 from samples I'm currently preparing myself,

IS those analyses will be done at Idaho State

19 University's radiological lab and chemical

20 analyses will be done at the State lab.

21 MS. GREER; Any other questions?

22 AUDIENCE MEMBER; Is that Idaho

23 State Lab in being or is that being proposed?

24 MR. HALL7 The plan is an

25 investigation at first and it IA composing the

44
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project plan. There is a previous-sampling of

last fall in which I personally sampled

production walls and sampled then for_revaral

constituents, tritium as well as volatile

organics. And the inorganic p aaaaa tars, I

conducted that sampling again last fall, and

that Involved a production well at TPA, which is

completed In the aquifer. And the sampling plan

for this fall is still planned. It hasn't

occurred yet, but it Is s project that I'■

working into sore of a background investigation,

not just looking specifically at those walla,

just to see what values are than' rather than

looking at those wells to come up with a

qualitative decision, qualitative look at how

that parched water affects the groundwater and

how it affects, specifically, the majority of

the wells pictured on this diagram that are in

the aquifer.

AUDIENCE MEMBER' That doesn't

answer my question, though. Suppose a person

draws • water 'amyl* tomorrow and takes it down

to the University, can you analyze it within a

wash?

MR. MALL: Well, it depend■ on how

45

1 many samples he's working on. Ea tan take a

2 tritium sample, and for OAS individual tritium

3 samplo it would take nearly a 24-hour period to

4 analyze.

5 AUDIENCE MEMBEA3 fine, but the

6 laboratory is in being, on line, working?

7 KR. BALL: It's working.

S NR. MOVLA•D: I might add that any

State a/Sapling at the 1591. goes through a vary

10 dotellod QA/QC review by an Internal committee.

11 The Internal coaaittee has roprasantatives from

12 the State lab and various programs of the State.

13 basically, wa do that because not

14 only do we want to sake stirs that the quality

15 assurance project plans era appropriate for the

16 type of sampling that the Itsta is doing out

17 they", but we also want to maks sure -- and we

le do periodic reviews of laboratorisa for the

19 intended analytical work that Flint i■ talking

20 about. So basically it's ■ program that •neural.

21 that the data quality objectival are being aet

22 under the proposed sampling plans.

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I guess My

24 question still coma" back to the hardware, and

25 not to committal" work.

46
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MR. SALL' Yes, the lab at the

University of Idaho does exist and has been in

operation and has proven itself to be very

reliable. And additionally the people involved

in running that Iab are -- hadn't realized until

recently how well thought of in the scientific

coamunity they are. So it is an established

lab. It La a lab that has been in operation for

several years, and it la a lab that has been

shown to produce very good results.

MS. GREEN, Any other questions?

AUDIENCE MEMBERt Do you mean Idaho

State University?

KR. NALLt Yes, he just corrected

me. It's Idaho State University. I get

confused since I have been at both of U of I and

Idaho State for education. I mix them all

together. But yes, Dr. Bern Graham of the

College of pharmacy is at Idaho State

University. And they also produce a periodic

report that is cent to the State to detail, their

monitoring and their work and their quality

assurance.

MR. JENSEN! I have a question on a

card, and that question fat How much did the

47
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2

3

4
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6

7

Remedial Investigation cost as a rough eatimat*?

A little over a million dollars.

If we included DOI and the State and EPA, total,

a million and • half, something like that.

NB. GREEN: Does that include,

Nolan, the work saspling don. under COCA or is

that since the PFA/C0 was signed?

S MR. JENSENt That's from our cost

9 account with !OAS over the last year and a half.

10 So if you cone/der the evaluation of the

11 'dimpling don* before that, who knows, maybe two

12 million, something like that.

13 XS. GREEN, Lola has been on this

14 project for a couple years. Lois VenDeueen

15 work, for EG66. Do you have a better feel for a

16 total project cost?

17 NS. TANDEUSENt I think Nolan is

IS right, there was about $800,000 spent before and

19 he's right on the numbers.

20 MC GREEN, Thank you, Lois.

21 - Any other questions before we begin

22 the official comment period here?

23 arniterts KINSER' I have a quaation

24 on the table. r was Curious about chroaium,

25 that is, under the table it indicates the
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aquifer.

Can you guys bear me?

NE. GREEN; Could you plaase come

up to tha microphone ■o everybody can hear.

AUDIENCE MENDER; I just had a

question on the table A-7. Chromium is listed

A. exceeding the drinking water standards under

the aquifer in 1990, and wis just had reports

about how frequently the aquifer is studied, and

to gat on to ay question which Valli What ars

the nuabars that are coming out of titers', not

out of the model, but out of the recent

laboratory studies, perhaps at /611 they are

coming out quarterly, what i■ the most recent

simple that indicates the aquifer concentration

of chromium ■t this point, and not mean, but

peak, and then did that reconcile appropriately

with the model? It's two years old in that

program.

MR. SIMEON; It sounds Like there

is more than one question hero.

AUDIENCE KENNER: First of all, is

there any data available at this point about

what, ■■ this gentleman raised ■bout the

frequancy of the atudies and lab analyses that

49

1 ■re turned in on chromium, are we talking about

2 In 1990? I quails I was curious. as to what the

3 results are now, the ■oat recent quarterly

4 reports on chromium. What it peaked at and did

5 that reconcile with the model in question?

6 MR. SIMEON' I Can't speak to

7 concontrations right now. I haven't peen any

8 recent data.

I WS. OREM; You developed --

10 correct me if I's wrong, I'm putting my DOE hat

11 on again hare -- you developed -- or inputs to

12 the model based on historical data up to that

13 date; is that correct?

14 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Up to 1990?

15 NA. SINTONv That's correct, up to

IS 1990.

17 AUDIENCE MENBERt What good is it

10 to get this data quarterly if they era not

19 evaiIabls now end how are they getting fed back

20 into your model to reconcile appropriately? Par

21 all we know here today, the model needs to be

22 upgraded today to reflect the aquifer

23 concentration, for example, chromium, which

24 already exceeds the drinking water standards by

25 48 Micrograms per liter in 1990.
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KR. SI1CTOW: One way to answer that

Ise Wall UROS-63, which has been a well that

has been quite indicative, of concentration■ in

the shallowest part of the Snake River Plain

Aquifer, the concentrations of chromium and

tritium have been decreasing steadily and that's

a statistically significant decreasing trend.

That trend is independent of any model or

simulated decrease. And I can't speak for

present day, but the model predicts the same

sort of decrease with ties and at the same order

of magnitude in the some range, and so without

knowing what the data is for 1992, I would say

it's probably predicting that decree,* that 1

would expect to see right now.

AUDIENCE XIMMERI Would you say

then that given the fact that you reported that

ail of those concentrations, like the chromium,

for example, and tritium decreased in

concentrations since MD, perhaps you're aware

1 have all the chemical constituent■ listed

which decreased or, for example, are some of

thee increased since 1990, and did it reconcile

with the model?

KR. SMITH: I'm trying to break

51

1 this down into subparts. One of the

2 contaminants of concern predicted by the modal

3 was cadmium. We don't have a cosplete

4 historical record on cadmium concentrations in

S the aquifer. It la one of the contaminants that

6 increase■ over time, then decreases later on,

7 because ■s like strontium-SO, it moves slower

S than some of this other contaminants. So at this

9 point the model doesn't necessarily reconcile

IS historically with that particular contaminant of

11 concern. We don't have a complete record for

12 it, but for tritium and Chroelus, which ■re two

13 very good indicators of how rapidly contaminant■

14 wove in the environment and give u■ some measure

15 of certainty, we have good agreement with the

16 model and the observed values.

17 Does that answer your question?

10 AUDIENCE KitNarei I think so.

19 Thank you.

20 MS. ORSINI We had another hand

21 ovar in this side of the room.

22 AUDIENCE KIMBIR3 This gentleman's

23 question brings up another one to my mind. I's

24 wondering since the chromium in the deep perched

23 sone Is responsible for contaminating the
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1 aquifer, how can the aquifer concentration be

2 higher than the deep perched sone on this table?

3 I'm comparing page A-7, b and c, so

4 with dilution, which you have on -- this 6,000

S foot front of water moving past the wells should

6 provide dilution and the mean aquifer should be

7 lower than the deep perched mean concentrations.

MR. SIMEON: For chromium, most of

9 the chromium discharge occurred in the early

10 I don't remember the. exact time period■ for

11 chromium discharge, but it was discontinued a

12 number of years back, I believe in 1972, but I'm

13 not sure. This is the reason that the

14 concentration in the deep parched sons is

15 smaller than that in the aquifer. The chromium

16 Is 'owing through as a front or a sing, if you

17 will, and In the aquifer the highest

IS concentration has actually already gone past and

19 is now deCreasing, but it's still higher than

20 what is in the deep perched sone. SO the

21 chromium that is mobile has moved through the

22 deep perched son. in the

23 agnifmr and i■ now dissipating in the aquifer.

24 Mae that clear?

25 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Physically I
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can't visualise it.

AUDIENCE MENDER: Peter, you might

want to mention it's being diluted by the Cold

Waste Pond, which Is fro* of chromium. In other

words, that water is moving to the Perched Water

System.

MR. SEXTON: That is another aspect

of it. The Cold Waste Pond, which does not have

chromium in it, that particular Water does not

hays chroulum in it. The chro■lum in the deep

perched sone is being diluted by the discharge

to the Cold Masts Pond and has been Mine. 1960.

Ea that'■ another reason why that concentration

is smaller than that in the aquifer.

NS. OREM Do we have any other

questions before we take oral public comment?

Nolan ha■ a card with three

que•tlons on it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The first ono ie,

Has the model been validated with anything less

than 1990 date -- or anything since 1990?

HR. 519105! Sot since 1990 data,

no. We boon a while since that was done.

MR. .31INSEN: The best I can do on

that is in the meetings we had on the project,
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USGS hes been in On thou. and Lorry Mann

basically has cad. the stateasnt that, yeah.

That's kind of weak, I guess.

4 NB. GREEN' If I can put ay DOE hat

5 on again, this project was started a year or ■o

6 ago and so that would have bean 1991 right

7 there, and there is generally a time line

between getting the data reported and when it's

9 collected, and a lot of times it's easily a

10 year between when the USGS aamplos and when they

11 report their data. That could be a factor

12 between the apparent time line or so.

13 Sack to being a aodorator, any

14 other questions?

15 SR. JENSEN' The nest one is' Mow

16 was the method of validation performed?

17 NA. SINTONI Can I ask for what

10 you're looking for in terms of validation? Are

19 you talking about calibration or validation?

20 AUDIENCE MEMBER' Validation. put

21 it falls back again, 1990 data that was used to

22 generate the ■ed.lp is that correct?

23 NA. PINTOS: No, actually the 40

24 years of data for chromium and tritium, the 40

25 years of data that was collected mince the

55

1

2

beginning of the site operations.

AUDIENCE MEMBER' What you how* up

3 to that point we■ lamed for generating the modal?

4 MR. SINTON: That's correct.

S AUDIENCE MESSER' And it has not

4 been looked at since that Um. with more recent

data?

S MR. SINTONt That'■ correct.

MR. JENSEN' The last question on

10 this card is' Are additional wells being

11 considered under the proposed monitoring

12 program/

13 Ali I can say on that is we did not

14 propose to the EPA ■nd the State that we install

15 additional wall, for this mcnitoring. Again, we

16 havan't reached a conclusion on that ■o I

17 wouldn't dare say that we made a decision.

18 MS. GREEN: Any other questions?

19 Reuel, I can a.. your hand waving.

20 AUDIENCE MEMBER' On the risk

21  , why did you use -- looking ■t

22 someone who lived at the site for 30 year.,

23 rather than 707 We're always told in Pocatello

24 that we can live with the smoke stack• at ?MC

25 for 70 year■ and I kind of thought that all •oae
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sort of special number.

MR. GORDONt They are all magic

numbers. The 30 years ia the 90 percentile of

how long someone live■ at one residence. Ho

it's a value that's typically used and generally

accepted throughout the ri 

community.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So EPA doesn't

use 70 years?

KR. GORDON: No. This is the

reasonable maximum exposure. Seventy years used

to be used to calculate the maximally exposed

individual under an old guidance.

AUDIENCE MEMBER. Rut we don't use

70 years anymore, we use 30?

MR. CORDON* Right, 30.

MS. OREM Any other question. or

cards?

AUDIENCE IMMO If no one else

wants to jump in here, I will take a stab at it,

although I'm not in risk   by trade.

I'm Howard Blood froa EPA. I have the other two

projects that are being discussed here tonight.

I think the concept that WAS

presented, but perhaps not clearly expressed, on

57

1 hazard index, which is the non-carcinogenic

2 risk, which is one that is difficult only

3 blicsumo it's presented differently than the

4 cancer risk. The hazard index is based on what

S is called • reference dose. A reference dos* is

6 • dose that has been established as the dose

7 that even a sensitive individual in the

0 population could be exposed to on • continuing

9 basis and demonstrate no adverse effect. go

10 when we do our comparison to what concentration.

11 we find at the site, we compare the two numbers

12 and that gives us that unit less hazard index.

13 And that unit less hazard Index essentially

14 compares the concentration found at the site to

15 the concentrations that have been established as

16 creating no ad [facts. So if you have a

17 higher concentration than that, you're going to

10 get a number greater than one.

19 If you have a concentration less

20 than the reference dose, then obviously you fall

21 An the other side of one and it's a clear

22 decision.

23 Now, the hard pert, I think, Is the

24 part that wee brought up, I think in a comment

2S from someone sitting behind As, about where do
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1 you insart the encorteinty on that? The

2 uncertainty comes before vs develop, or a■ ware

3 developing the reference dos*. So thole* number■

4 have just a• much uncertainty in the■ as, for

3 example, the cancer risk numbers, although that

6 doesn't parhaps cows through as clearly. Does

7 that make it clearer or did I tonsil, to muddy

8 things up complet*Iy7

9 AUDIENCE MEMBER' I assume you mean

10 the maximum dos* that causes no 'silent? Mot

11 jolt any d000.

12 MR. BLOOD: Where you go le when

13 exposure studio■ are don*, they look for a

14 breaking point, it's rallied the Na Obeervod

15 Ad ffect Level. That means that we can

16 bead that to you and you never show any adverse

17 effects, and that's the number that we go for.

18 Now, obviously a lot of these

19 studios ■re dons on other SpeCiee, so at that

20 point the decision has to be made how you

21 extrapolate from animal data to human date.

22 Usually wa do that by adding safety factors ■o

23 that the number Is extremely conservative when

24 we get to a point where it', a public reference

25 dose.
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The *shirr thing that I would like

to mansion, I think Beatrice has raised the

question of the monitoring plan, and I think

it's just as lepOrtant to make aura that

everyone recognises that the monitoring plan,

even though this Is a No Action, is part of this

response that is baled on the No action

decision. And wa don't have a No Action

decision et this point. N. have a No Action

rocommendatIon.

Thorofare, EPA is willing to

discus, and come to soma conceptual approach to

this, but we don't reco*e•nd or sponsor or

encourage extensity* design on this, Donau,' if

as a result of public comment, we chaos* a

different remedy, then any effort that would

have been put into that monitoring plan may have

boon an inappropriate effort since we didn't

have a commitment to go that way. 8o that's an

important concept to ?coop in mind on proposed

plane.

WA. BOTLANDI However, 2 still will

chat with Beatrice on the break to clarify her

questions to get back to what sha envisioned

would ba available tonight at the public
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meeting.

198. OREM Thank you, Howard and

Dave.

4 AUDIENCE KEXBER0 I would like to

5 ask whether the EPA modeling, which ***** to

6 focus on dose, to indIvlduels and the dose

7 responses for individuals, if there is any

8 attempt to model concentration in the food chain

9 prior to • whole population dose and any attempt

10 to model population responses?

11 NH. OORDONI Are you asking -- I

12 can't figure out exactly which question you're

13 asktng. Are you asking do we model the food

14 chain to evaluate the population doss or is

15 there ■n attempt to --

16 AUDIENCE NENSERI What we have here

17 is a situation where the aquifer Is being

18 gradually contaminated by Industrial strength

19 dumps and it'■ being used down aquifer for

20 agriculture and for culinary purposes and there

21 le great potential for large scale, Iow level

22 exposure to things that are put in the aquifer.

23 We all drink the water from the aquifer. We all

24 use things that are grown in the aquifer, and

25 the cattle all eat alfalfa that Is grown with

61

1

2

3

pumped water from the aquifer, et cetera.

we don't, h , drink the rater

directly free the aquifer so much as receiving

4 things from the food chain that has the aquifer

5 for one of the primary source■ of all of our

6 water. And the question lei Is any attempt

7 made to model what i■ really going on in

potential food chain concentrations and low

9 level exposure beyond whet you can see in an

10 individual exposed to direct consumption of

11 these contaminants?

12 NR. 00HDONI The risk ssssss sent

13 that was performed for this site, for the

14 Perched Water Spit**, was meant tO answer the

15 questions Should we clean up the Perched Water

16 System?

17 Okay. The water in that deep

18 perched sone, there is roughly a billion gallons

19 there, should that water, does that pose an

20 adverse health effect to someone living out

21 there? What we did to model that was to --

22 AUDIENCE MEMBER: My question i■

23 not to someone living out there, but to the

24 population living out there. It's ■ different

25 question, of course.
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MR. GORDON1 Moll, the short answer

i■ no, population doses were not calculated for

the mite. But I think to just carry that one

step further, the Snake River Plain Aquifer

5 itself will be •valuated In the WAG 10 risk

6   when they do a site-wide Snake River

7 Aquifer evaluation.

e XS. GREEN: If I can jump into that

9 response with my DOA hat on. The aquifer will

10 also be looked at for cumulative effects from

11 the Test Reactor Area In general under that MAO

12 2 coeprehensivo RI/E6. The concept under this

13 remedial investigation was to look at the risk

14 at close range at the unit, and with the logic

15 being that there is loss risk further away fro■

16 the unit from the follow-up remedial

17 investigations ■t the TRA level than at the

19 WAD 10 level. I think we'll be addressing

19 cumulative risk that you're posing.

20 AUDIENCE *EMBER! To carry that

21 question a little further. In the investigation

22 that you did in assuming that the parson living

23 at the TRA site some years hence gets all. his

24 food from either livestock or vegetables grown

25 from water at that site, does that risk

63
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assessment include the bioconcentration of

various elements from the water to the plants to

the animal's to the person? Doe■ that include

4 that bioconcentration?

5 MR. GORDON, Yes, it doss.

6 AUDIENCE MEMBER, Does it include

7 the air contamination and other things?

it MR. GORDON: The inhalation pathway

9 was not •valuated for the Perched Mater System.

10 It was qualitatively evaluated at the beginning

11 and found not to pose a significant risk.

12 AUDIENCE MEMBER, I didn't mean

13 from that alto, I meant from the whole.

14 MR. GORDON] No, this le only

15 supposed to answer the question about the health

16 impact of the Perched Mater System and it■

17 impact on the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly

IS below the site there.

19 MS. GREEN, Any other questions?

20 With that, we'll begin the portion

21 of the meeting designed for you to provide your

22 oral comments, oral teetinony to the agencies

23 regarding the Perched Water Proposed Plan.

24 During this portion of the meeting,

25 the agencies will listen to your comments but
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will not respond to them tonight. They will be

evaluated and then responded to in the

Responsiveness Summary for the Perched Water

Proposed Plan.

I'll remind you again that the tape

recorder is in the back and le available for

anyone who would like to record • comment not

directly in front of the audience here. If

someone makes a statement for which you would

like additional information in order to clarify

the comment, please be sure to ask the speaker

12 for that clarification. And the purpose of this

13 session is to sake sure that the agencies

14 understand what the individual making the

15 statement Is actually saying.

16 with that, Reuel, do we have any

17 other indication of additional people wanting to

le sake verbal comments here tonight on TRA Perched

19 Water?

20 Eft. SMITNa No.

21 ES. GREEN1 I'll ask for

22 volunteers, then. Start from the back to the

23 front is es good as any order, I guess.

24 AUDIENCE XEMBER3 My name is Bien

28 Holman. ay address is 310 Slat Center,

65

TI-00301 (2)

1

2

3

4

6

e

10

11

12

13

14

13

16

17

IS

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Pocatello. I em a native of Columbia, South

Carolina, and the Savannah River Site is a

familiar neighbor. For the past year, I have

been with the Natural Resources Defense Council,

where 1 ■pent a goad deal of time focusing on

the Ideho Chemical Processing Plant and its

high-level waste. I am working with the Snake

River Alliance this summer and'am speaking this

evening on behalf of its 1,200 individuals,

family and business members.

Over three years ego, the

Department of Energy promised to begin

environmental restoration at the Idaho National

Engineering Laboratory. Since that time, a

steady stream of nuclear waste has continued to

enter Idaho. Since that time, not a teaspoonful

of INEL contamination has been cleaned up.

In the meantime, government

agencies have effectively undermined their

promisee for full public involvement in cleanup

decisions.

Certainly, on the surface there

appears to be a banquet of opportunities for

public invalvement. We have meetings, one right

after the other on the Community Relations Plan,
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1

2

proposed cleanup plans, the Site-Specific Plan.

We oven hear there ■rs some plans to start

3 ■coping for a alto-wide envtronnantal iapact

4 statsment. There SSSSS to ba ■ who'll lot of

5 planning going on.

6 There are agencies and departments

T within agencies facer to tell us everything they

0 think vs need to know about •vary plan. Draft

9 Records of Decisions, of court., remain ■ecrat.

10 Without prodding, the agencies wouldn't oven

11 tell u■ the plan for monitoring groundwater at

12 the Test Reactor Area 125 years from now, even

13 though that's the proposed plan.

14 But all thus. meetings are in

15 reality, sommwhat Confusing, laborious and

16 redundant. ?hay will ultimately frustrate and

17 *shan't the public. Whother intentional or not,

IS this balkanised approach to public involvament

19 serves mainly to dissipats, public participation,

20 consuming time. and energy of public int•reet

21 groups that might otherwise be spent on core

22 productive pursuits.

23 Why don't we regard thesis meanings

24 as productive?

25 Blurred in the seeming abundance
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of opportunities 1■ the fact that no process

yet exists that allows citiaons to participate

or even be represented on the front end of

the decision making process. Agency Officials

devise and present proposed volution., the

public comment■ on these proposals, and than

th. agencies decide what, If any, change, to

proposed actions will b., talcan in quota,

'response.' While this protasis may occasionally

-- somewhore on earth -- lead to significant

alterations in a plan, it effectively precludes

the public from challenging the basic planning

premise.

Ono such premise set forth on page

A-4 of Lb* nerchad Water Plan is the notion that

th• Department of Energy will retain control of

the Idaho national Laboratory for the nest 123

pure, 23 years longer than Idaho has existed as

a state. Who has decided the INSL will be there

for 125 years? Can they guarantee it? Did they

ask the people of Idaho? I doubt it. But the

pimple of Idaho just might so* a pattern. Doan

this projection moan that the Department of

inergy will be maintaining control over

high-levisI waste until the year 2117? Does that
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constitute interim storage/ Would the DOS have

taken such a long-range view when It put oodles

contaminated waste into single walled tanks, or

maybe it did.

What the people of Idaho need or

deserve i■ substantial process refore. First,

cleanup decision■ cannot be left to the

bureaucrats and the technocrats alone. These

problem■ ■re social, not just technical.

Secondly, the people deserve ■n

honest commitment of accountability to help

restore citizen faith in the DOW. Citis•n input

should be welcomed and used, not tolerated and

then ignored.

Third, full disclosure of the

environmental and health concerns, risks and

hazards at the INEL i■ needed immediately.

Beyond substantial procse■ reform,

cleanup needs to proceed along a rational

policy. The current

policies is woven by

inevitably warped by

functions related to

patchwork of INEL cleanup

inter-agency politic■ and

the DOE efforts to retain

nuclear weapons in Idaho.

We believe an honest analysis of the

environmental, health and economic issues
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involved in cleanup should include the

following: First, no acre waste should be

allowed into Idaho. Secondly, on-sito waste

production should be reduced to the maximum'

5 extent possible. Third, on-site contamination

6 should be handled rationally along theme lines'

7 First, imminent threat, should be dealt with

6 immediately, such as possible leaking high-level

9 waste tanks. Secondly, mobil• waste, should be

10 kept fro■ spreading. Third, Interim actions

11 should only be used to reduce risk without

12 significantly complicating future remediation.

13 And finally, someone needs to ask the people of

14 Idaho what the final cleanup standards should be

15 and what they want the INEL to ultimately look

16 like. Thanks.

17 WS. GREEN' Do we have anybody else

IS who would like to wade a verbal comment/

19 AUDIENCE NEMBEet John Tanner from

20 Idaho Falls. I believe that DOW had made e

21 sensible decision not to spend money attempting

22 to clean up or somehow purify a body of water

23 which is going to disappear within a few year■

24 after they cease adding to it. That would

25 certainly waite -- spending money on that would
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certainly detract from any cleanup that we may

find later really does need to be done.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Dennis Donnelly,

Pocatello. I would like to ask you to please

clean up the contaainents in the perched water.

I think that strontium and americium and cesium

7 ars exactly what we do not want to use in the

8 Snake River Plain Aquifer. Thank you.

9 AUDIENCE MEMBER' My name is Bruce

10 Schmalz. I was involved in the early work up

11 until 1970, and I's a retired citizen at this

12 point. I es ispresesd with the logic that has

13 gone into the recommendation, and I concur with

14 it end I have expressed such in writing.

15 However, something els. has caught

16 ey attention tonight, which is this figure of

17 $2 million. And in coming to that figure, I'm

18 also impressed with the staff that'. been

19 presented here, .any of which are managers,

20 which I presume means other people halides those

21 that are present. And in developing this

22 recommendation, I find that In spite of all this

23 staff, re, Id•nt staff, Stat. staff, EPA •taff,

24 we ultimately have to go down to Dames 4 Moore

25 to get roue developments of the recommendation,
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1 and that work I. impressed with too. A fine

2 report it seems to me.

3 nut I guess after the past week and

4 I see this natter of coat and change, government

S expenditure, deficit reduction, balanced budget,

6 I guess sy comment is in response to the

7 previous speaker am an example, It seems to ma

8 that if spending money Is the Solution, we have

9 an overkill. And in my estimation I don't

10 expect an anawer, I knew what the answer is, and

11 to repeat myself, I don't expect an answer or a

12 response. Just a comment.

13 KS. CHER: Anybody else who has

14 not provided an Oral comment who would like to

15 step up to the microphone and provide one?

16 AUDIRKCE MEMBER' My name is

17 Beatrice Sraileford, 310 East Drive, Pocatello.

18 And I'm testifying this evening as an

19 individual.

20 Earlier this week we had a briefing

21 on this plan In Pocatello, which I did think was

22 kind of a breakthrough. The community in

23 Pocatello has not been sought out very much by

24 the people who are doing cleanup at INEL.

25 The briefing was a little strange.
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mowever, we had on• person fro■ the Community

Relation■ portion, I guess, Reuel works for EGAG

Idaho. We had an employee of !GAG giving a

presentation and then on the phone we had a

plethora of regulators who were unable to make

the 48 miie drive to Pocatello. That made so

vary angry, because, of course, one of the

reamon■ I was excited by the 1AG was that there

would be someone in the front of the room

besides the DOE and its contractors. That

evidently la only held for special events.

In the future, I would like to see

the briefings continued, but I would like to flee

the regulators actually attend. One of the

regulators assured me that he understood public

involvement. I doubt deeply that he does.

I would ilk, to talk about two

thing■ that occurred at the briefing. One,

again, focuses on that fairly loaded statement

on page A-9. First, it was Mused that •

125-year period elapses before individuals

occupy the sits. I asked a 006 person who, of

course, I cannot recognize here tonight because

it was on a speakerphone, it that statement

meant that the Department of Energy was planning
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to maintain institutional control of /EEL for

125 peers, and the answer wee, quote, *yea," end

quote. I think you have to check around.

That was certainly a good deal of

5 the discussion and the &coping meeting for the

6 cleanup 9826 w■ how long would DOE maintain

institutional control at the site? It sees• to

S es to fly -- in the 125-year 'time period, it

enema to me to fly in the face of common manse.

10 I think we'll haws contamination there in 125

11 years, but 1 don't think that we can absolutely

12 ammo for the purposes of planning that the DOE

13 will be there 125 years from now to control that

14 contamination. Again, I really do think that

15 that i■ a decision that Idahoan■ suet be

16 involved with, not DOE.

17 Wow, I would Ilk, to fOCus again on

le the statement on pegs A-10. Monitoring of the

19 Perched Water System ■nd snake River Plain

20 Aquifer a■ wall as periodic reviews will be

21 conducted by SPA end the Idaho Department of

21 Health and Welfare. Details for the davelopsant

23 of the proposed monitoring plan and criteria for

24 termination of the reviews will be outlined in

25 the Record of Decision.
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I asked the representative of the

State, Doan Wygard -- and again he was not

present, he was on a speakerphone -- if he

understood that we would like to see details of

that monitoring plan before the Record of

Decision. Dean said he understood that, and

went further to say that perhaps details could

be available for u■ here tonight where the

regulators were as opposed to Pocatello where

the regulators weren't.

Wow, I find that no discussion,

12 evidently, that occurred In that briefing

13 between a citizen of Idaho and an employee of

14 Idaho wont beyond that speakerphone. BO what

15 good wee the briefing to begin with? Why did

16 they hove to put themtolves out to the extent of

17 sitting in ■ room in Idaho Falls? And why did I

le have to put myself out to the Is:tont of sitting

19 in • room in Pocatello and talking over the

20 airwave■ evidently about nothing?

21 So here tonight when I asked again

22 about the monitoring plan end its availability,

23 I was told it would be available -- where here

24 it says, quote, 'Will be outlined in the Record

25 of Decision." Evidently maybe it will be
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floating there somewhere 21 days after the

Record of Decision. You know end I know that

there is no access for public involvement short

of fairly elaborate administrative or legal

steps which Howard Blood was not even willing to

tell us about the last time we tried to bring up

what happens if we're not happy with the Record

of Decision.

So we're left approving a plan that

we don't even know about yet. You know, maybe

we're going to use USOS status, maybe we are

going to use ISU data, maybe in 125 years we'll

all be so old that it won't matter anyway.

I understand that this it difficult

for regulators. I understand that this i■

difficult for

contamination

contamination

the agencies that cause the

in the first place, but that

was caused exactly by this sort of

thing that, hey, we're in charge and we're going

to be in charge for a century and core and don't

bother us, we'll pat it in a file somewhere and

you need not look it over, all you have to say

is yes.

I encourage you to continue to have

briefing■ in Idaho towns. I encourage you to
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1 continue to do meaningful effort■ of public

2 involvement, but if you're going to have

3 meetings that are nothing more. than late night

4 bullshit sessions, thin it's not worth it.

5 Thank you.

6 N9. GREEN: Would anyone elm* car*

7 to make a verbal consent?

AUDIENCE MEMBEat John Moran. I'm

9 a retired Bite worker, and I continuo to be an

10 environmentalist. You've heard tonight quite a

11 broad 'poetry& of comment's. if you would like

12 to categorise what my consent■ are going to ha,

13 they are going to be at an •xtria*. You might

14 even use the word; I'm a liberal.

15 I ',adorn the TPA Perched Water

16 System Proposal a■ wall as the athar two

17 proposals to be discussed tonight. The No

10 Action recommendations represent a realistic,

19 logical and coamon sense approach to the

20 management of very low levels of chemical and

21 radioactive contaminant■ 50 !met or more below

22 the surface in an environment of the basalt ■nd

23 sagebrush desert.

24 I trust, though, as Mr. Schmalz

25 mentioned earlier that • baseline risk
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 f this magnitude will not be

necessary for similar level■ of law level

3 contamination now that we know that this type of

4 extensive evalnetion indicates that you are at

S least three orders of magnitude bolo"' an area of

concern for human health.

7 In light of what ha■ just been

said, I wonder if I could ask a quotation of the

9 group, and that isl Doe* anyone know what the

10 initials NEAP roprestants? Could I have a show

11 of hands? Good, throat people.

12 In the mid-1970's Congress declared

13 the INEL to be the nation's second National

14 Environftental Research Park. To a• this goo"

IS beyond DOE's Ovnorship of the land. There are

16 very few areas in this country that have been so

17 designated. All land. within the boundaries ere

19 a protected outdoor laboratory where, mcientists

19 fro■ throughout the country tan conduct

20 ecological otudies.

21 This part of Idaho is the largest

22 undisturbed aria of sagebrush vegetation with

23 over 400 species of native plants. I would

24 expect that most environmentalists would like to

25 se• this are* preserved as a National
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Environmental Research Park, well beyond this 125

years that has been identified as part of the

paper study that has been ■ads.

I'■ going to touch upon a few other

items. While I'■ endorsing the No Action

proposal, I squally support perhaps 95 percent of

7 what is contained in the documentation, and

9 perhaps for somebody who asks ■s many technical

9 questions a■ I do, this is a very high

10 percentage.

11 Lot as mention a couple things that

12 ars not mentioned, which I believe should be

13 there. No mention of the tritium or chromate

14 i•v.ls in tha drinking water at the TRA. Three

15 wells were ■entionad and Identified, and I

16 believe them' are the production wells. Thar.

17 i■ data on this which should support this study.

16 In fact, the us• of these wells should provide

19 drawdown information, which say impact some of

20 tit. moveasnt of the water fro■ the lower perched

21 sone.

22 Now, the report also mentions on

23 page A-10 the tritium concentrations will

24 decree's due to natural radioactive decay. It

25 does not mention that dilution is also a factor
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which lo taking place.

Now I would like to talk About

drinking water standards, if I may. And 1 look

upon this as a question of honesty •or• than

anything else, and particularly, young lady, if

6 you don't mind, I'll address this to SPA. And

7 EPA has over the past mien pears been

6 preparing -- they hay, known that the current

le vain.■ used for tritium in drinking water are

10 ultrisosefe. And by at least ■ factor -- and to

11 make it a big number, I'll say 300 percent.

12 This ha■ been known. SPA has had a draft out --

13 in fact, they started revising the drinking

14 /mole seven years ■go. They were apposed to

IS have been published in June of '91, than it was

lb postponed to June of '92. Thi• is in 40 CPR,

17 part 141. Last month I contacted EPA in

18 Washington and the latest date is now April of

IP '93.

20 This fact that them 'lumbar' are

21 going to be changed significantly should be part

22 of this report, pert of your *panne's,. Tritium

23 will go from 20,000 pitocurtm per liter -- this

24 is • god-awful number -- to 60,900 picocurits

25 per liter. Strontium-90 will be increased by a
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1 factor of S. or 500 percent, If you like, from 6

2 to 42.

3 The other thing that I will be

4 critical of your report i■ you have a

5 footnote, / think it's footnote /1„ which says

6 that you will not Identify the drinking water

7 level for cobalt or cesium-137. I really

8 believe, to be more open, you should include

thoge numbers cobalt-60, 218 piCocuriee per

10 liter, cesiue-137, 119. Then use your footnote

11 to identify that this Ls for Leotopes alone and

12 that when you take into account a aultipilcity

13 of isotopes, you're in a different ball game.

14 By the way, these latest figure■

15 for EPA that gave you the change In 40 CPU, part

16 141, thee• are In the federal Register of July

17 18th, 1991. and my information now is as of June

18 of '92, last month, that these are the final

19 figures.

20 The other thing I find very

21 interesting, and again, I'm critical of EPA, l'a

22 astonished under the Chemical drinking water

23 standard* have not been established for cobalt,

24 manganese, fluoride. I can't believer that in

25 today's world that we have not established
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levels that can be used to protect the public,

particularly when you consider how long many of

u■ have been using fluoride artificially

injected in our drinking water for health

purpose's.

One final comaent, if I may, end

it's basically • request, end I would hope that

you would publish the public comments that were

made et the original meeting several months ago

when the general scoping was being made on this

particular project, because the general

conclusion that was made by the people and the

general theme of the consents that were ■ads was

that there was no need to take protective

action. Thank you.

XS. GREER I I■ there anyone •lee

who would like to take this opportunity to make

verbal comment■ on the perched water study?

Okay, if there are no other

comments to be made at this time, why don't we

take ■ 15 minute break before the second pert of

the meeting where we will discuss the CFA area

projects.

(A recluse was taken.)

MS. OMNI Before we begin the
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1 second half of the meeting, I would just like to

2 respond to a comment that was referring to a

3 nameless voice on the telephone in response to

4 the question of: Is DOB going to be around in

S 125 year", said, "yes," end quote. The name of

6 the voice on the phone was myself, and to the

7 beat of my recollection I recall ■y answer being

S that 125 year■ was based on 25 years of

9 operation and 100 years of institutional control

10 as recorded under DOE order, end quote there.

11 The 100 years of institutional control is also

12 required in the Code of Federal Regulations.

13 Let'a move on to the second half of

14 tonight's meeting. From here on we'll be

13 talking about the Motor Pool Pond at and the

16 Central Facilities Area and the Chemical

17 Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Ares

18 proposed plans. We combined these because they

19 are very similar in many respects, they ere both

20 relatively small units, they both concern pond

21 sediments of ponds that are no longer in use. A

22 &Jailer approach was used in investigating and

23 000000 ing these sites, and we've come to the

24 same recommendation of Mo Action for both of

25 these units.
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I would also like to introduce the

respective project managers on these sites for

EPA and Department of Environmental Quality.

nave Frederick to my imaediate right Is the WAG

manager for WAG 4, Central. laailitie■ Area. Tom

Btoopa is the WAG 5 manager for the State, the

Department of Environmental Quality. Howard

Blood on the far left over there is the WAG

manager for both WAG 4 and 5 for the

Environmental Protection Agency.

With that, Nolen, I'll glee things

back to you then to provide the information on

the CFA Motor Pool Pond Proposed Plan.

MR. JENSEN: I get to be lucky

enough to have worked on both of these projects.

And again, I will present the introductory

information and then if there are any hard

questions I will quickly refer you to my

subcontractor.

I'll just be presenting the Motor

Pool Pond. This is 4-11, Operable Unit 4-11,

■nd both of these project■ are quite similar.

This one in particular is the thing that we have

looked at with the motor Pool Fond and the risk

that the sediments in the pond pose. So it just
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looks at those sediments.

This is a photograph of the Motor

3 Pool Pond. This greenlet' area right here i■

4 what we're considering. The Motor Pool Pond is

5 no longer in use. They stopped using it in

6 about 1965. This sign right hers -- just in

7 case you're curious ■bout what that is, all of

e the sites that are to be investigated under the

9 agreement have a sign similar to that one to

10 mark them so that everyone knows that the sit.

11 le there.

12 A■ you can see, this photograph was

13 taken just a couple of weeks ago. So the green

14 in there is a result of this rain. Lerner this

15 spring it was completely dry.

16 Just to give you a little bit of

17 history of what this pond is ■11 about, out at

16 the Central Facilities Area, which is the

19 edsinistrative area for Yeti., a lot of

20 activities like central warehousing and support

21 activities go on at the Central Facilities Area.

22 This building in particular is the

23 service station. And though it's • little

24 bigger than your typical in-town service

25 station, it does a lot of the llama kind of
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things. Maintenance, oil changes, washing, that

kind of thing is done on fleet vehicles and

equipment out at the sits. So that's the

building that we're talking about. This is a

photograph inside of the building. Thi■ floor

drain right hare, as things are washed off of

the vehicles, they go down into the floor drain.

e That's fro■ inside of the building.

9 Just on the outside Of the building

10 there is another drain and grate for vehicle

11 washing. So the wash wester went into this

12 grate, both of they went into a sump, into a

IS pipeline, the pipeline went out to the east of

14 the Central Facilities Area. The building that

15 we ware just looking at back in hero, the

16 pipeline comes out towards us to the east hero,

17 and the pipe has an outlet ■t the back of this

IS ditch. The water then ran through, again, like

19 I said, it hadn't been used since 1905, but the

20 water then ran through this ditch to the East,

21 then into the Motor Pool Pond again over to the

22 right side of the picture. So that's the

23 situation at the CFA Motor Pool Pond.

24 What was dons a■ far a■ the

25 Remedial Investigation, there were several
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1 samples collected, 51 to be exact, of the

2 pediments in the pond in 1989. These samples

3 were collected between 0 and IS feet, and they

4 were collected both from the pond and fro■ the

S ditch leading to the pond.

6 go that is how the question again

7 was answered' What is out there? And this is a

a list of the contaminant■ that were detected, and

9 again highlighted are the contaminant• that were

10 of greatest concern in the risk  sent and

11 found to cause the greatest risk.

12 Now, as far as how those

13 contasinents can reach an individual, • person,

14 there are a couple of things *valuated. First,

15 we looked at exposure to on-site workers. The

16 Central Facilities Area has about 1,200

17 employees working there. The other thing wee

18 looked at, again, a future resident. In both

19 cases what was considered is' Could a sediment

20 be blown up and inhaled? What would the risk be

21 by exposure to ■kin, to ingestion of soil, to

22 exposure to radiation at that site? That was

23 looked ■t for both the occupational scenario and

24 the residential scenario.

25 Also, as I mentioned that in this
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1 case two scenario■ were looked at for the future

2 resident, and that was at 30 years and at 100

3 years. The occupational scenario was looked at

4 in the present. Again, because the site has

5 restricted emcee', no one is allowed to go In

6 there unless on official business. For the

7 current scenario, we did look at the

8 occupational. This little diagram is supposed

9 to represent the pond, and the risk calculation■

10 showed that risk i■ about one in a million.

11 For future residents, again, the

12 same Scenario and the risk was shown to be *bout

13 two in 100,000. loth of those number■ are for

14 the non-carcinogenic risk.

13 MR. PMEDERICEr Excuse aft, Nolan,

16 that would be carcinogenic risk.

17 MR. Jrmsen: excuse me, sorry,

18 right; carcinogenic risk.

19 AUDIENCE MEANER' Is that risk, one

20 in a million ■nd two in 100,000, a risk per

21 year, or assuming a 30-year residency at that

22 point?

23 MR. JEN8EN2 For the future On-site

24 resident, ft's a 30-year exposure. I■ that

25 correct?
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MR. STANISICNI Tea.

AUDIENCE MEMBER' Tor the

occupational that's a per year?

4 MR. BLOOD' No, 25 years.

3 MR. JENSEN' So this is a gunnery

6 of the carcinogenic risk for a future on-site

7 resident. Again, in comparison to the risk

B range established by the regulations for 100

years and for 30 years, as you can see, they Sr.

10 not that much different.

11 Now, looking at non-carcinogenic

12 effects or toxic effects, as you can see, it's

13 below the hazard index of one.

14 That was a real quick Overview, but

15 again, based on that aaaaaa wont, we're

16 reconeending that No Action be taken. So any

17 questions on this one?

18 MS. OREENI Do we have any specific

19 questions about the presentation on this? I

20 think we're going to try and lump the more

21 general Q and A session after we do the Chemical

22 Evaporation Pond.

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER' Can we see the

24 summary slide on the carcinogenic risk again?

25 Is that a correct representation of the 30-year

89

1 exposure?

2 MR. JENSEN' Tee. For a resident

3 living there, starting 30 years fron now.

4 AUDIENCE MEMBERS Thank you.

5 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Nay we see the

6 contaminants slide, please.

7 Do you have estimates of the

8 concentrations Or the total value contained for

9 lead or plutonium?

10 MR. STANISICRI Weil, from the

11 sampling data, vs have the 51 samples we have

12 the levels that were detected in those samples.

13 I can't give then off the top of ay head.

14 AUDIENCE MEMBER! 1 think there.

15 would be a AURRiktion of how such of this stuff

16 is out there.

17 MR. JENSEN' Nick is looking

10 through that quickly now. This is Nick

19 Stanisich from NNE. Ne was one of the people

20 that worked on this project for us.

21 MR. FREDERICK' 1 can give you a

22 quick summation. For cadmium the maximum

23 concentration was 38.8 milligrams per kilogram.

24 The mean wee 7.1 Milligram■ per kilogram. And I

23 calculated that mean value based only on the
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concentrations that were above the background

level. The background level for cadmium was 1.6

3 milligrams. Moving down the non-carcinogenic

4 list, the maximum level of lead detected -- for

5 the sake of being brief, all theme

6 concentrations will be in milligrams. Lead

7 maximum was 631, the wean, once again, of the

9 value of above background was 121, the

9 background value for that area was measured at

10 30.1. Chromium, the maximum value was 91, the

11 wean wain 32, the background value wall 30.7.

12 Barium, the maximum value wed 434, the moan

13 value of 189, background of 434. Would you Ilke

14 the information on carcinogsnice?

15 AUDIENCE MEMBER• Tee, please.

16 MR. FEEnEe/CEe For cadmium, again,

17 that would be the same es the other ones,

18 maximum 36.8, moan 7.1, background 1.6. In the

19 risk assess mint we use the maximum value of PCB

20 detected that was 1.47. Chromium, again, 91.3,

21 32.4, 30.7. Beryllium, the maximum that

22 detected was 1 milligram per kilogram, the mean

23 was .89. the background value■ are not detected,

24 and the detection wain .23 milligrams per

25 kilogram. For the radionuclides, Ma44412A value

91

for cesium-137 was 8.41 picocuries per gram with

2 4 wean of 1.6. And for plutonium-239, the

3 maximum V4.144, v44 4.29 picocuries per gran with

4 a mean of 2.2 picocuries per gram.

5 Americium-241, maximum of 9.46 picocuries per

6 gram, a mean of 1 picocurie per gram.

7 The reason I did not give you

B measured value■ for stronium-10 and barium-137■

or **tastable la because they are assumed to be

10 present due to the presence of Cesium-117.

11 11(8. GREEN' Do we have any other

12 specific question■ on the presentation before we

13 move on to the Chemical Evaporation Pond

14 presentation? Then we'll open it up for more

15 general Q and A on both of the protects.

16 AUDIENCE KEMBERs I'm wondering, a

17 lot of these contaminants you wouldn't expect

18 from a vehicle servicing facility. Did you ever

19 figure out where the source was for loose of

20 those chemicals?

21 MR. JEWBENI The best guest' is that

22 during the meshing, I think the proposed plan

23 alludes to the feet that some of the vehicle■

24 had low level■ of Contaminants that were washed,

25 ■o that'• probably where it came from.
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1 AUD/Rscs MEMBER, (Inaudible.)

2 KR. JEWIIEN; I can't hear that one.

3 Atioramo: KrimERI Do they

4 deliberately wash their property; is that the

S question?

6 AUDIENCE KEMBERa ho, the question

7 was; Was it by intent to wash a vehicle at that

low level of contamination in that area or was

5 it not?

10 KR. JENSBK: This is Bill Pigott,

11 he's from EG&G and has worked out there.

12 KR. PIGOTT: What they do 1■ bring

13 the equipment in to service, it's part of that

14 construction equipment. Sow, if it's very

15 highly contaminated, they decontaminate that

16 unit out in the field and try to get it all down

17 as low as they possibly can, but there are

10 probably some in crevices and fractures. That's

19 our best guess to where that case from.

20 M8. OREM Thank you, B111.

21 Any Other specific questions on the

22 presentation?

23 I would like to now introduce to

24 you Randy Bargelt. Randy is the WAG 5 manager

25 for 9060 Idaho, who will present information on
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7

the proposal for the Chemical Evaporation Pond.

After Randy has completed hie presentation, we

can respond to specific questions on that

presentation and then open it up to general Q

and A on both the CFA and ARA plans. Then

following that we'll receive formal verbal

coomente.

8 MR. BAROELra Thank you, Lisa. I'm

9 here to talk about Operable Unit 5-11 for the

10 Chemical Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary

11 Reactor Area. This investigation is to

12 evaluate, again, vary similar to the Motor Pool

13 Pond, the risk associated with sediments that

14 are left within that pond.

15 This i■ a photograph of the

16 Auxiliary Reactor Area 1, which encompasses this

17 area right here, and the Evaporation Pond hero.

le You can see, this picture was taken when the

19 pond was in operation. And the pond was in

20 operation from 1971 to 1988, ■o this is a

21 pre-1988 photograph.

22 You can see here the area that is

23 moist, that this pond is being used at that

24 time. This is a schematic diagram of that area,

25 and the pond was filled, was drained, Building
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1 627, about 300 feet of pip* out to the Chemical.

2 tvaporation Pond here.

3 It did not drain any of the waste

4 from the facility hers at 426. During our

5 Investigation or our sampling, we noticed that

6 an area right adjacent to the end of the

7 discharge pipe, which is about 100 square feet,

was the area of highest contamination.

9 This is another photo of the area

10 that was green in the previous photograph, and

11 you'll notice this was taken at a such later

12 date, which was a couple weeks ago, and the

13 green vegetation has since, died. And the area

14 that I pointed out where the star vat in the

15 previous slide was right here, and that's the

16 area of highest concentration. And the 100

17 square feat 1 ■poke of earlier was this area

16 right here with the high vegetation there.

19 This is another photograph looking

20 back towards RA I from the pond itself and just

21 looking to the north. The area of highest

22 concentration, again, would be right in here.

13 During our characterisation

24 activities we sampled in 1990 approximately 160

25 samples in 40 locations, and sampled from. the.
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19

20

21

22

23

24

25

surface to approdiaately four feet in depth to

the top of the basalts. The soils out there ■re

very thin, the average soil thickness ■t the ARA

is about two feet. Prom that sampling, we

d 'nod the nature and extent of

contamination that was In the pond area.

Again, this will be a familiar

looking slide, and the contaminant■ of concern

were screened very similarly to the other two

risk  hat were presented previously.

These are the contaminant, of concern, and our

risk  sent i■ being given by barium,

pintonina-239 and cobalt-60. The same type of

risk ssssss want for the scenarios that Nolan

presented earlier were done here.

The sacs slide, Again, the

exposure pathways that were evaluated ware

inhalation, direct exposure, direct ionizing

radiation and soil ingestion and skin contact.

These are the main pethwaye that we were

concerned with because of the radiation -- the

contaminants of concern were the rad samples and

direct ionising radiation was the major pathway

that we were concerned with.

Again, similar to the other two

46
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2

risk  , the current occupational

aconario at the ARA facility, which is a surplus

3 facility, the workers are only out there on

4 decommissioning and decontamination projects and

5 environmental restoration projects. do on a

6 daily basis there are not a lot of workers on

7 the site. ft's also a restricted screw, but

8 the risk turned out to be two excess cancer

9 cases in ten million.

10 The future residential scenario at

11 100 years, you notice the facility has been

12 removed, which is in the plan to do at this

13 time, and a residence was located next to the

14 evaporation pond, and the risk would be one

IS excess cancer risk in one million at 100 years.

16 The carcinogenic risk* for the

17 residential scenario both are within the

18 acceptable risk range. At 30 years it was two

19 in one million and at 100 years it was one in

20 one million excess cancers.

21 Also for the pond for the hazard

22 index we see no adverse effects for the

23 non-carcinogenic contaminonts and we see it at

24 .09, which Is well below the hazard index of

25 one.

57

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

The agencies' recommendations are

that vs take no further action on this site

became* it poses very little threat to the

environment or human health.

MS. GREER: Do we hay, any specific

questions of clarification on Randy's

presentation before we enter into the general Q

and A sssss on on both plans?

Thank you, Randy.

Let** get started with the question

and answer session on both the Motor Pool Pond

and the Chemical Evaporation Pond, and if you

will please help us out and tall us whether your

question is directed towards one specific plan

or both of them in general so we can then

indicate what the response is.

And again, plow pass your note

cards to the end of the aisle or wave theft,

whatever it takes to get Reuel's attention. If

you have additional note cards that you want

collected during the session, raise your hand.

We'll begin with the note cards as before. If

after reading the card any of the responders are

unclear about what the question is, we'll be

asking the questioner a little more about the
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question in order to provide the proper

response.

3 For thou* of you who want to cos&

4 to the microphone and not use note cards, pleas*

3 do ■o. If you could please ask one question at

6 a time so that your questions can be &flavored

7 clearly. Any queottons on either plant

C AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm Dennis

9 Donnelly. It's • question on both plans, or an

10 observation, perhaps, that it would appear that

11 your methodology again includes risk■ duo to

12 direct ingestion or inhalation of •atariale at

13 the sites and doom not include pathways due to

14 future biological concentrations or biological

15 dispersal. I would pre**** that in the

16 ■pringtiae there is a steady ■treaa of water at

17 the little depressed areas on the site. Anyway,

18 Is that also true for these ***** saant, the risk

19 assessment  does not include biological

20 concentration or dispersion?

21 NS. GREEN' Nolan, do you want Nick

22 to answer that quaation on the risk assessment?

23 Did we include the ecological risk evaluation

24 that is addressed?

25 MR. STANISICHI I'■ Nick Stanislch.
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I have worked on risk assessment Yes, we do

include an ecological risk  sent to look at

pathways, both vegetation pathways and animal

pathways to humans. We didn't look specifically

at agricultural scenarios because the soils in

that area are ■o ■hallow and basalt OUt crops

occur numerously in the areas, as you can see by

the photos. So that pathway of raising a garden

or ■estained agriculture in that area turns out

not to be • viable scenario.

11 MS. GREEN? Any other■ before we

12 begin the oral comment, receive oral comments on

13 both of theme projects?

14 AUDIENCE MENBERt This is not so

15 much ■ question, but it's an ob Lion. The

14 half-life for plutonium, for example, is

17 thousands of year■ and these bottoms dry up, the

18 wind blows, they get wet, the animas CO.,

IC through. If the stuff make, it to the aquifer,

20 of course, it doesn't stay put.

21 MS. GREEN' Was that • question or

22 a statement?

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER' Just a statement.

24 AUDIENCE MEMBER, I have a question

25 following up the question that was asked on the

100
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1 NotOY Pool Pond. Do you have the concentrations

2 of radionuclides of Intsrost, the plutonium,

3 barium or the cesium-137 that were found in

4 those samples?

S Xe. GREEN• Them was an onset to

Kr. Donnollyffs question taking into

7 consideration airborne distribution of

8 plutonium, and I believe --

9 KR. STANISICHs That was taken into

10 consideration in both the occupational and

11 residential scenarios, inhalation of plutonium.

12 As you can se*, hare are the

13 concentrations, the chemical■ that were detected

14 and radionuclides, this upper rang* of background

15 am compared to the rung. of detection --

16 MS. GRIM Is this related to ARA?

17 MR. STAK/S/CMI This is ARA.

1! AMICKCS KIMBERt So only one

19 sample of plutonium was selected?

20 MR. STAXISIM; That'■ true. That

21 was collected at an swim of the highest

22 Concentrations of *Misr radionucIldes as

23 surveyod by uming field screen instruments that

24 detect ionising radiation.

25 Another method that we us• in the

101
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site investigation was -- although only one

sample was collected and specifically analysed

for plutonium-234, we used a rolationahip

between the detection of americium-241 and the

proximo* of plutonium. Americium-241, which is

also a transuranic, 1■ detected in the soli

through gamma spectroscopy, than it's probable

that plutonium-239 would also be detected, and

since the detection of amsrlciu■ was

non-ealst•nt through tha gamma ■pactroseopy,

therefore, it vas concluded that there was not

significant plutonium concentrations in the pond

sediments.

XS. MBES! Thank you, Kick. Are

there any other ri t-typo questions?

Do vs have any other questions about data or

risk aaaaaa dent or any question• on the CFA and

ARA plan.?

specific

KIMMIM Do you have any

AUDISSCS MIKSER3 Could you 'nova it

a little bit so we can ass the units?

Also the, headings of those columns,

it's hard -- that's enough.

MR. STAKISICM Ton's.* tolling lie
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1 have to sake this elide smaller or two elides.

2 AUDIENCE KERBER! Isn't there a

3 copy of this table in the RI?

4 MR. STAN/BIM It is, it's in the

5 report. It's not in the proposed plan, it'■ in

6 the RI Report, the big report, but there is a

7 summary of the metals detected in the proposed

plan. There is a table and index where the

9 concentration■ of radionuclide■ are also listed,

10 I believe -- no -- metals, yes, but

11 radionuclides no.

12 AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's correct.

13 MR. BTAMIBICRs But it is in the RI

14 Report.

15 MB. GRECS: Any other questions on

16 either the ARA or CFA Proposed Plans?

17 If that is the case, we'll go on to

18 the portion of the meeting that is designed for

19 you to provide oral testimony regarding the

20 Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation

21 Pond Proposed Plane.

22 Again, the agencies will listen to

23 your coements, but will not respond to them

24 tonight. They wil.1 be evaluated and considered

23 for the Record of Decialon ■nd responded to in a

103
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separate Responsiveness Summary for each topic.

2 If someone makes a statement for

3 which either EPA, DOE or the State personnel

4 would like additional information for

S clarification, pleas• be sure to ask the speaker

6 for that clarification .o that we can understand

7 the comments.

B For clarity, would you please

9 state, again, not only your name at the

10 beginning of your comment but also which plan

11 you're commenting on at the beginning of your

12 comment.

23 Reuel, how many people have signed

14 up at this point to make verbal comment?

IS KR. 141261 We don't have any

16 signed up.

17 MR. CRUM Do we have anybody who

18 would like to make oral comments on either CFA

19 or ARA Proposed Plans at this time?

20 •hen you make your statement you're

21 welcome to take a single turn up to five minute■

22 as we described before. If you're not able to

23 put all your thoughts into a five minute period,

24 remember that the comment period is open until

25 August 5th, and written comment■ are considered
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with equal weight.

I guess we can begin.

AUDIENCE MENSEns I'm Dennis

Donnelly. I would like to ask you to clean both

places. I feel it would be extremely easy to

do, a few thousand square feet. It'■ a very

simple cleanup, none easier. I would 11k• you

to be able to ■ay that you've cleaned up your

Ames. Thank you.

AUDIENCE MENSEAt John Tanner from

Idaho Falls. Once again, I think DOE, SPA and

State of Idaho have made the right decision. I

just don't believe there is enough of • mess to

be worth the attempt to ■o-call clean It up.

The money can better be spent elsewhere.

NS. OREENI Is there anybody else

who would Ilk, to make oral comments for the

record on these two proposed plans?

With that, I'll again remind you

that if you change your mind between now end

August 5th, that written comments receive equal

weight as oral comments and there are forms at

the back of the room. If you would like to pick

one up end take it with you just in that

eventuality, please feel free to do that.
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With that, I would like to thank

you all for cooing out tonight and for ell your

efforts. We hope we helped explain some of the

details connected to this topic. And I went to

thank yon for making comaents on this plan.

Thank you and good night.

(The hearing concluded at 5130 p.m.)
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PERCHED WATER, MOTOR POOL POND AND
CHCKICAL EVAPORATION POND PROPOSED PLANS

SURLET, IDAHO
July 21, 1942
6:30 p.m.

sprAxlaa

Lisle Green, DOE-IDAHO
Nolan Jensen, DOE-IDAHO
Joe Gordon, DAMES a /IMRE
Randy largelt, EG&G IDAHO
Dave Hovland, DEQ
Dave Frederick, STATE or IDAHO
Linda Meyer, EPA
Peter :Raton, DANES a MOORS

NANCY SCHWARTZ REPORTING
2421 Anderson

Boise, Idaho 13702
209-345-2773

1 BURLEY, IDAHO, TUESDAY, JOLT 21, 1942, 4:30 P.N.

2

3 NS. CAW; I would Like to welcome

4 everyone to tonight's meeting. we're glad you

5 wars able to attend, and we certainly look

6 forward to a very productive meeting.

7 My sass Is Lisa Green. Tonight 2

S will be serving a dual role. First, I'll be

9 acting as moderator for the meeting. As

10 moderator my job i■ to move through the agenda

11 in • timely manner and ensure that everybody who

12 wishes to participate i■ provided an

13 opportunity.

14 The other role. I'll be playing

IS tonight is that of the remedial project manager

16 for DOE-Idaho. In that role I'll be helping to

17 answer some of your questions on the project.

19 I'll try to indicate specifically

19 when I'm putting that bat on so that you know

20 that I've slipped out of the moderator role and

21 into a representative of DOE.

22 We have several goals for tonight's

23 meeting. The first goal is to gather public

24 comment on the three proposed plans. they are

23 plena for No Remedial Action at three sites at
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the IMEL. They are at the stage where DOE, EPA

and the State hews developed a technical

3 recommendation and are taking public comments

before a final decision can be made on each of

5 those three projects.

6 Input received during this public

7 comment period, including formal comments made

at this meeting and written comments received

9 during the comment period, will be used to

10 evaluate the recommendation that's been put

11 forth, and then to formulate the final decision

12 for these three site..

13 The second major goal is to give

14 you en opportunity to ask questions and inform

15 you about the details of the three proposed

16 plans that are before the public at this time,

17 and also to explain how they are put into a

le broader ■cope of DOE'S cleanup activities at the

19 INEL. Co basically we're hare to listen to each

20 other tonight.

21 Let's take • moment to look at the

22 agenda that you received when you entered the

23 room. If any of you did not pick up one, we'll

24 be happy to provide you with one. As you can

25 see, we have three topics on tonight's agenda.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

10

11

12

The first topic i■ a proposed plan for the

Perched Water System at the Test Reactor Area.

Following a brief preeentation on

that topic, we'll have a question and answer

session to clarify any information that you

would like to have explained in greater detail

than what was provided in the presentation.

After we've answered all your

questions, we'll than take time to receive your

formal verbal comments on the Perched Water

Proposed Plan.

After a abort break, we'll cove on

13 to the second part of tonight'■ meeting, and

14 that is to discuss the proposed plans for the

15 Motor Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area

16 and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the

17 Auxiliary Reactor Area.

10 These projects are very similar in

19 nature. We combined them in response to ■

20 number of public comment■ that we received in

21 the past requesting that we try to combine

22 Planar topics whenever that's poseible. So

23 that's what we've done here tonight with the

24 Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation

25 Pond.
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1 At this time, I would like to

2 introduce several individuals in the audience.

3 The first one Is Reuel Smith; if you would Ilk.

4 to stand, Reuel. Ronal is the community

5 relations plan coordinator for the !WEL. This

6 is also probably a good tine to mention that the

7 public comment period on DOC's Community

9

Relations Plan has boon extended to September 1,

1992. This plan establishes the process by

10 which DOW communicates environmental restoration

11 information to the public and helps communicate

12 concerns back to DOZ. So if you have any issue■

13 roasted to the Community Relations Plan, then

14 you might want to talk to Mous]. tonight.

15 TA* second parson is Mike Cos.

16 Mika, would you pl.... stand. Mike i■ with the

17 ISEL public affairs *Moo. so if you have, any

18 questions or comments outside this ■cope of

19 tonight's mooting, Mlle will be happy to speak

20 with you either at the break or following the

21 mooting. And I think Kike had some information

22 he wanted to provide hare tonight?

23 MR. COEI Yes, I just wanted to

24 announce that the draft INZL Site Spacific Plan

25 Is now available. The Site-Specific Plan

2

3

4

basically outlines the !SEW' environmental

restoration waste asnagemant activities, plans

and opportunities for public participation for

the fiscal year. This year we did things a

S little different with the Site-Specific Plan.

6 Wo.r• making draft plans available for public

7 review so you can now comment on the draft

Site-Spocific Plan, and your comments will be

9 addressad and incorporatad into the final Sits

10 Specific Plan. The comment period on that

11 start■ on August 7th, and we'll have a mooting

12 in Twin Tails on August 24th to accept public

13 c mmmmm ts. If you want a copy of that, please

14 just mike me at the brook or altar the meeting,

15 and I'll maks sure you got a copy of it.

16 MS. OMNI Thank you, Nike. Linda

17 'laird is also here tonight. Linda Is the Twin

18 Falls Outreach office manager. And Linda, would

19 you like to say a few words also?

20 148. I1./101 I would just like to

21 remind all of you that vs do have an Outreach

22 office for the Magic valley. Were located in

23 Twin Falls. We would welcome any of you to

24 utilise the office. Me have a public reading

25 room that has the administrative rocords. We're
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also available to help you in acquiring any

documents that you're looking for. Bo piece*

feel free to utilise our office for any

4 information that you're seeking.

3 KS. OnSENt Thank you, Linda.

Finally, based on some concern•

7 that were raised in • technical briefing in the

8 Twin Falls area lest week on these plans, we've

9 asked Larry Kann, who is the program coordinator

10 for the US Geological Survey, we've asked hi■ to

11 attend. Larry is hero to answer any question•

12 about the Snake River Plain Aquifer that may

13 fall outside the scope of the three limited

14 projects that we're discussing hers tonight. So

15 if you have questions about groundwater concerns

16 related to this MEL that the experts on the

17 three projects her• cannot answer, we'll sek

18 Larry to supply us with those answers.

19 After each of the, two presentations,

20 questions say either be submitted in writing

21 using the note cards you found on your chairs or

22 you're welcome to come up and use the microphone

23 that Lane will bring forward here.

24 it. us. note cards for a couple

25 reasons. One it they do allow people to clarify

1
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25

question• and the respondents get a second or

two to prepare a good ■n.wer to those questions.

Second of all, SOWO members of the audience say

not prefer to use the microphone. So that's why

the note cards are there. If you don't wish to

use them, please feel free to UMO the microphone.

me ask when you use the microphone,

please state on. question at a time before you

go on to the next so we can provide a good

answer to the first one before we start thinking

about the second one.

Then after each question and answer

period, there will be an opportunity for you to

provide comment• on the proposed plane for the

agencies' consideration. This is the formal

verbal comment period related to each of the

plans.

How do you sake comments? Al I

mentioned earlier, one of the purposes is to

provide you en opportunity to make your concerns

known to the a/sadism verbally. If yon choose

not to do ■o, you may wish to submit written

comment■ or additional written comment' in

addition to your verbal testimony. The address

of where to send the written comment' is on the
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back olds of the agenda. If any of you have

2 brought prepared statements her• tonight and you

3 would like to have them included in the record,

4 you can either road them during the oral comment

5 period or you can provide thsa to ;Sousa Smith

6 for inclusion in the record.

7 There is a tape recorder available

at the back of the room if you would rather not

9 provide your oral comments to the audience and

10 would like to do it privately.

1I In addition, tiler* are ■pacific

12 comment forme available at the back of the room,

13 one for each of the three projects In different

14 colors. You're welcome to fill out a fora

IS tonight and leave it with Reuel or ■end it to us

16 in the ■ail. And I remind you that written

17 comments and verbal Comments receive the same

IS weight.

19 Both written and verbal comments

2D are evaluatod and responded to in the

21 Responsiveness; Summary. You're welcome In

22 milking your verbal comments, you're welcoas to

23 take a single turn up to five minutes to sake

24 your ■tatament to ensure that everybody gets a

25 chance to participate.

9
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The comment porlod for mach of

these projects runs through August 5, 1992.

What happan■ to your comaont■ after you have

■ads them? After the comment period has ended,

the Department of Energy will proper, •

anamerisatIon of oral and written comments

ritcalvad during the canasta period on such plan.

The three. agencies, DOS and SPA and the State,

will than •valuate those comment■ and respond to

the comment■ that are rolovant to each topic in

a document called a Rosponsiveness Summary,

which is part of the actual Placard of Decision

for each project.

If anybody has signed the attendance

regimtar or given written consents and provided

a return addresee, they will receive a copy of

the, Responsivoneas Summery.

s• haw& a court reporter hors

tonight to transcribe the mooting. To help the

court reporter, pleas• everyone take a few

moments that it takes to corns to the microphone

if you're not using the not* cards; otherwiss,

the court reporter may not capture what you're

saying for the record, each time you cows to the

microphone with formal commente, not necessarily

10
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3

just gyrations and answers, but to make your

formal comments, please be sure to state your

name and the court reporter ham asked that you

4 please spell it for the record.

5 NOW that I have given a lengthy

6 introduction, I would like to introduce the

7 agency representative■ that are up here with ■e.

to wy immediate right is Dave Hovland with DEQ

9 for the Stet. of Idaho. To his right is Linda

10 Royer with the SPA, Region 10. I would like to

11 give both of them a chance right now to make any

12 brief remark■ that they would like to make in

l5 opening this meeting.

14 MR. NOPLANDI ?hank you, Lisa. I'm

15 the State'■ IREL technical manager in Boise.

16 I'm also wearing another hat tonight. I'm the

17 technical lead for the ?RA. I have a

16 counterpart In the Idaho Palls office, and

19 that's Shawn Rosenberger, who couldn't be here

20 tonight, but two of his staff member■ are and

21 they are going to be involved in the other two

22 proposed plans.

23 would like to introduce them.

24 The first one is David Frederick. And Dave i■

25 the lead for the CFA, and he's an environmental

11
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scientist. Th• other person is Tom Stoops. Ton

Is an environmental scientist, and he'■ alto the

lead for the ARA. I would like to mention that

the State supports all three of these proposed

plans, and vs have been actively involved in the

entire procaine that went into the remedial

7 Investigation reports that were fed into this

6 proposed plan, and therefore the recomeendations

that are made tonight.

10 Th4 other thing I would like to

11 mention, a■ Lisa mentioned, we're very, very

12 supportive of • lot of public comment, basically

13 to feed into this Record of Decision and the

14 Responsiveness Summary that will coma out of

15 these public comment periods.

16 l'a also really pleased tonight to

17 be able to introduce Dave Huaphrey, who is out

16 in the audience over there. Davit Is the State'■

19 deputy director and the Governor'■ coordinator

20 for the INS/. Oversight Program.

21 MS. METER' My nem@ i■ Lind■ Meyer.

22 I'm with the Environmental Protection Agency.

23 I'm the project manager for the Test ReaCtor

24 Area, and have been working on that site since

25 October or *O. I work mor• closely with Nolan,

12
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on the other side of the table there.

We are also going to do a

presentation for the Teat Reactor Area, which i■

my Waste Area Group. And Howard Blood i■ the

5 Environmental Protection Agency representative

6 for the other two proposal■ that are presented

7 this evening.

S I would just like to emphasize that

9 we are Involved in these projects from the

10 stop' ng phase and through the final end point,

11 ■nd at this stags in the process, we haven't

12 reached a decision, but we have agreed on a

13 recommendation, and your input at this point is

14 important to us. So we encourage your

15 participation in the process.

16 WS. GRIES1 Thank you, Linda.

17 With that introductory note, let's

111 move right into the presentation of the Perched

19 water System at the Test Reactor Area.

20 First, I would like to Introduce

21 Solon Jensen, who Is the DOE project manager for

22 that project. Polon.

23 KR. JIMBRE: What I'm going to try

24 to do tonight is not stand in front of my

25 61100e, so is this a good spot? Can you see

13
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past sect

AUDIEWCI WERBERI We can see

through you.

KR. JERSENt Again, the three

5 projects we're going to talk about tonight are

6 the Perched Water System et the Test Reactor

7 Area, the Motor Pool Pond at the Central

I Facilities Area ■nd the Chemical Evaporation

1 Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area. So those

10 are three different areas at IREL.

11 I guess before we start into this,

12 the first thing I would like to do is talk to

13 you for just a few minutes about the process

14 that we do go through in coming to these

15 recommendations.

16 It's kind of herd to take ■ 1

17 months of work and reduce it down into a ten or

19 fifteen minute presentation. It's kind of

19 frustrating for us sometimes, and perhaps for

20 you ■s well, but what I would like to do first

21 is go through the process and explain how we

22 come to these recommendations, then we'll go

23 through each project so you can see how we step

24 through the process for each one of those

25 projects.

14
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Again, them. are the thred,

Just a gulch photograph. This is the Test

Reactor Aram. Most of it anyway shows up on the

slide. Them• are series of waste water ponds

out by the Test Reactor Ares, and I'll be

6 talking about those • little bit mor. when I get

to that project.

This is the Motor Pool Pond. I

believe this is the Lost River range that you

10 can sae in the background. We're looking

11 northwest in this direction. This area right

12 here is the Motor Pool Pond -- or what used to

13 be a pond, I guess I should ■ay.

14 Then this is the Auxiliary Reactor

15 and this is the Chemical Evaporation Pond right

16 here. Again, it's what naiad to be a pond.

17 Okay. Let's talk about the

18 overview of the process for just • minute.

19 First of all, how did we become a 8nperfund site

20 and get into this process to begin with? Under

21 the federal law, it'■ referred to as Ruperfund,

22 but it's rosily called the Comprehensive

23 Environmental Response Compensation Liability

24 Act, ■nd now you know why they call it

25 Super fund.

15

1
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But It's sot up to look at site■

that are potentially contaminated and

3 potentially pose a throat to human health and

4 tha environment. There is a scoring dons by the

5 invironmontal Protection Agency, and the !Mgt

6 want through that process and it was placed on

the Rational Priorities List at the end of 1989,

in December of 1982.

9 Row, once we are put on that list,

10 what dons that moan? That moan■ that we need to

11 go out to the mite, to the IRRL, and look at all

12 the potential contamination sites ont there and

13 evaluate them and find out if they pogo a

14 significant threat and if that needs to be

15 cleaned up.

16 That investigation process is

17 called a remedial investigation. And tonight

18 we're going to be talking about the three

19 remedial investigation■ for three of the site■

20 out there, and they are the ones that we've

21 mentioned.

22 Once the medial investigation is

23 done, the three agencies come to a

24 recommendation. Tonight we've aentionsd on

25 these three sites we've come to a recommendation

16
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that there is no problem, there is no cleanup

needed. But once wa get to that point, we, coma

to the public to find out it you agree with our

recomsendation■ and help you understand how we

came to that decision, and then based on your input

we will sake the declelon, the final decision.

As Liss said, that is documented in what is

called the nocord of Decision. Once the

decision is made, then the decision Is

isplasemted.

Let ■e talk in just a little sore

detail about the remedial investigation. The

investigation really is -- even though there is

a lot going on and a lot of things to consider,

It's not really complicated, as far as what

we're trying to accomplish. The investigation

I. just trying to answer a couple questions.

Number one, what kind of contamination is out

there? How much? How concentrated? And then

given that concentration and the potential for

that contamination to roach ;either humans,

antmale or wh , what risk does that pose?

Is it a problem? So that's what that

investigation does. The first part, again, is

characterisation. The second part is the

17
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2

 aunt of the risk.

Once the calculations harm been

3 don*, thorn Is a regulation known as the

4 Rational Contingency Plan. It is in the Coda of

5 Federal Regulations. The stational Contingency

6 Plan establish*. ranges for rick that we caliper*

7 our calculation■ to to determins if there is •

6 significant risk or unacceptable risk.

9 EPA has eitablishrd for

10 carcinogenic or cancer causing contaminant■ a

11 range between one in 10,000 to oim in one

12 &Lilian possible incident• of cancer. So what

13 we're saying is, we do a calculation and if we

14 find out that the potential cancer causing

15 contaminants at that sit• could cause a risk in

16 this range or below, then it'. not a problem.

17 If it's ahoy. this rang*, then we need to

18 consider cleanup.

19 AUSIENCZ MEMMIR; now such is this

20 range?

21 MR. JENSZ1I The national

22 Contingency Plan was just updated in March of

23 1990; I■ that correct? I think that was the

24 last update.

25 That's for carcinogenic risk.

16
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AUDIENCE MEMBER/ Nolan, that just

talks about excess cancer, right?

3 MR. JENSENI Right.

4 AUDIENCE MEMBER, It doesn't talk

S about other things?

MR. JEWSENt No, that'■ the next

7 part, I's getting to it. There is 'moth's' pert,

6 and that is other typos of hoalih affects. For

I example, does this contaminant cana+ akin

10 rashes, high blood p , kidney damage.,

11 Liver damage, that kind of thing. So these are

12 the non-carcinogenic or toxic *Mints. And it'■

13 looked at ■ little bit differently. What Is

14 dens in this case Is a hazard index, what is

15 tamed as a hazard index is •stabiished. What

16 is done is there are studio■ on all these

17 different contaminants to find out at what level

16 or what is the highest level at which no adverse

19 effect is shown.

20 So than we compare our level, the

21 level of the contamination at the site, to that

22 Leval and find out if they are above this

23 number, this hazard index. I hops that was

24 clear.

25 Ent anyway, if you're below that

19

2

3

4

S

number one, what that says is there is clearly

no potential for any advorse health effacta.

That also take■ into consideration ■ensitivo

people for populations like infants or sick

people, that kind of thing. If we're •bows one,

then we naiad to consider cleanup.

7 That'■ genarally the process

S that's followsd. Now, at !EEL we put together

an ■g t, it's called the Federal Facility

10 Agreement and Consent Order. That is an

11 aq eeeee nt batwean the three &gone's., DOE, SPA

12 and the State of Idaho, on how we'll implement

13 the Superfund process at INCL. That agreement

14 was signed on December 1991, ■o it was just a

IS few months ago.

16 Eacausa INEI. is ■ big facility,

17 it'■ pretty tough to go out and look at

16 everything at one*, so the National Contingency

19 Plan suggests that complex sites be broken up In

20 smeller pianos. So what we developed at the

21 FEEL was this concept of Waste Area Groups. And

22 * Waste Arta Group seewntlaIly corresponds to

23 the different facilities at the FAIL, with tha

24 exception of tug 10, and WAD I0 is specifically

25 looking at cumulative sffscts, pulling

20
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everything together and in particular looking at

the Snake River Plain Aquifer. Bo the three

sites that we're talking about tonight are at

three of those Waste Area Groups.

Row, those Waste Area Groups are

still not small piece* of work, so they are

further divided into whet is known as operable

8 units. Basically, this Is just ■ bite-size

chunk of work, something we can footle on and

10 determine if there is a problem.

11 Again, thee* are the three operable

12 units that we're looking ■t tonight. Then what

13 we will do for each of these Waste Area Groups

14 i■ we will look at each of the operable units.

15 in the case of the Teat Reactor Area there ars

16 13 different operable units. The last operable

17 Unit that we'll consider will be ■ comprehensive

19 investigation for all the Test Reactor Area.

19 Once ell of those are done, then they will roll

20 up into this Waste Area Group 10 comprehensive

21 study.

22 We start with the small individual

23 source's, ■mall individual pieces, look at them

24 cumulatively for each waste area group or each

25 facility, and then we'll do one last evaluation

21

1 for the INEL in its entirety and focus on the

2 Snake Rive; Plain Aquifer in that one'.

3 So hopefully that will explain

4 where we're going with these three projects and

S how they are divided.

Any questions just on that general

7 process so far?

AUDIENCE MEMBER; I's wondering

9 about -- you talk about comprehensive

10 investigation. You are talking about cumulative

11 impact, right?

12 RR. 311Mitz Right.

13 AUDIENCE MEMBER, If you look at

14 each individual site, Look at the cumulative

15 impact of each individual aft• when you're going

16 through the process, but you're not going to

17 look at the cumulative impact of all these sites

IS until, what, 19997

11 MR. .161.92Me It starts in 1995,

20 that last one.

21 AUDIENCE MEMSERI Is there any

22 sechanisa for revisiting, say, the Perched Water

23 System under the TRA when you get back to that?

24 MR, JIMSIMI l'es. There la always

25 potential. If you find out something that was

22
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unexpected, that Record of Decision needs to be

revisited for sure.

isupIrmicz xsweERT So you're not

4 going to close the book until that'■ done/

5 MR. JERSCas Well, we'll close the

6 book a■ far as we come to a Record Of DeCtei0A,

7 but then if we come up with new informetlan that

B sheds sore light on the subject then we would

9 reopen it, if that's found to be necessary. Bat

10 not necessarily ■o, is what I'm trying to say.

11 Any other questions on the general

12 process before we start talking about each

13 project,

14 The first one that we're going to

15 talk about is the Test Reactor Area, Perched

16 Water System. Again, this Is at Waste Area

17 Croup 2. Now, the focus of this study was to

IS look at a body of water, which we call the

19 Perched Water System. It's a body of

20 groundwater beneath the Test Reactor Area. And

21 the focus of the study was to look ■t that

22 water, that perched water, and the effect that

23 that perched water has on the Snake River Plain

24 Aquifer and determine if that poses a risk.

25 So again, I showed you this

23
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photograph before, this is the Test Reactor

Area. What happen■ is during the operations of

these industrial facilities at the 'rest Reactor

Area, the wastewater from those operations is

discharged through a series of ponds.

This one right hers is called the

War■ Waste Pond. We talked to you about that

one about • year ago about the contaminants and

the sediments. This is called Cold mast* Pond.

These two are essentially the one■ that have

most of the water going into them and the Cold

Waite Pond especially has the greater volume of

water going into it right now even though It's

14 essentially clean water that's most of the

15 volume.

16 But anyway, as the wastewater goes

17 into these ponds it percolates through the

IS subsurface. As it percolates down through the

19 sedlaents In the pond, It encounter■ layers of

20 soil in the subsurface that aren't as permeable

21 as others. In particular, there are two layers

22 beneath the Teat Reactor Area, two layers of

23 soil that slows down the water a■ it percolates

24 downward and it slows it down enough that the

25 water mounds or perches, so that's where the

24
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tore perched water comas from.

Directly beneath each of the ponds,

if there is enough water going into them, as it

4 encounters that first layer there is a small

5 perching body of water. Then there i■ a larger

6 parched water body at about 150 feet.

7 Again, her. is the Snake River

8 Plain Aquifer. I didn't bring it up her., but

9 you might have noticed this i■ a drill core of

10 the rock down there. Basically, the whole

11 subsurface is layered lava rock, basalts, this

12 is some basalt and sedinentary interbeds, just

13 regular sediments. So that's kind of what the

14 rock looks like down there.

15 MS. GRIMM: Nolan, could you

16 further explain that while that looks like a

17 pool of water there, in fact it Se within the

18 open ■paces in that rock. I don't know it we

19 should pass that around to people to look at.

20 MR. JERSBNI Larry, tell u■ if

21 there im anything to learn.

22 This Is Larry Mann from the 08D8.

23 In the subsurface, I guess some people have the

24 conception that there is a big body or a big

25 ocean down there, but really it'■ just that the

23

1 water fills in the void spaces in the rock.

2 This basalt, this is a pretty solid piece of

3 rock. If you looked at it on a bigger scale,

4 you would see there is fractures and cracks in

5 it.

6 What le really happening is the

7 sedimentary layer■ of that might be sand or

8 gravel. There is void splices in that sand and

9 gravel and that i■ where the groundwater is. In

10 the bairalte it's probably mostly in the

11 fractures and the water is sitting in those, but

12 it mound' up In those, so there Is kind of a

13 mounded -- saturated mound of water down there.

14 Dose that cake sense?

15 HR. HOVLAND' You sight also

16 mention the water is still going through the

17 parching sone slowly.

18 MR. JRN86111 Right. It doesn't

19 stop it dead, but it slows it down enough that

20 it creates a ■ass, so it doll continua to flow

21 on down.

22 And what this is a picture of,

23 again, is the boundary of the Test Reactor Area.

24 This Is the pond that I referred to earlier.

25 This ■nd the approxivate outer extent of that

26
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larger deep perched body. It's about a little

lass than a mile long and about a half mils wide

3 when this picture was done, or this thing was

4 Created.

5 Where do we got that Information?

6 Basically all of these little dot■ are

7 monitoring wells. The wells era located at

different level., some of the■ in the aquifer,

some of the■ up in the perched water itself.

10 But that's where we get the information.

11 And what was done was not only look

12 to the water level■ in those walls, but sample■

13 were also collected from those wall■ and

14 analyzed for different contaminants.

15 Bow, basically that axplaine how we

16 find out what is out there. now, the next

17 Question is' Okay, we found out what's out

111 there, how bed is it? That'■ what the risk

19 ******** nt part does.

20 For that what I'a going to do Is

21 turn the time °war to Joe Cardon. Jos Cordon

22 fro■ Dames 4 Boors out of Colorado did most of

23 the work on this. Joa did the risk  

24 calculations, and I'll let him talk about that.

25 MR. CORDON' Well, this is meant to

27
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sort of give you a graphic idea about what the

risk   process is. The first step i■

you go out and you evaluate all the data at the

sit., identify whether the contaminants are a

concern st the site, then you use that data and

follow essentially two parallel paths.

On the left there is the toxicity

assessment where you evaluate those contaminants

of concern from a toxicity standpoint for both

carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic *Meets. Then

in the exposure 00000000 nt you *valuate how the

contaminants and water are flowing through the

soils over tie* a■ well as calculating what the

contaminant uptake would be to humans and

ecological receptors. Than those two thing■ ■re

put back together in the risk characterization

at the bottom here, where you combine the

concentration and exposure to human■ and

ecological receptors with whet the dose response

is,

The data obtained during the site

characterization la screened down to identify

those contaminants, which are envisioned to

contribute to at least one percent of the risk

at the site. So that way we tan focus the risk

26
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 t on those things which ■re going to

dominate the risk. The contaminants that are

highlighted there are the ones that turned out

to be the most important in terms of risk

Risk■ to humans were evaluated by

looking at the hypothetical exposure scenario in

a which we envisioned that someone goes out and

9 lives at the site right at the Test Reactor

10 Area, Installs a well directly below the Perched

11 Water System into the Snake River Plain Aquifer,

12 draws all of his water for domestic purposes

13 from that well, irrigates hie crops, feed. hi■

14 livestock and he eats alI of hi■ vegetables and

15 livestock fro■ the site.

16 Then we also *valuated ecological

17 receptors. We looked at vegetation in terms of

16 uptake of groundwater by vegetation. we looked

19 at herbivores, who eat that vegetation also

20 consume groundwater that'■ pumped to the surface

21 and, in the process of irrigation, that ■oil

22 becomes contaminated and direct contact with the

23 soil ■s well as carnivores, who ars exposed to

24 all these same pathways with the addition of

25 consumption of animals at the site.

29
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in order to evaluate the flow of

contaminant■ and water at the site, we

constructed a groundwater model, whose purpose

was to predict concentration■ of contaminants

■nd water flow over time at the site.

one additional finding of note here

i■ that the Perched Water System, beep Perched

Water System will disappear within ■even years

after we ■hut down the Cold ttttt Pond. And the

Cold Waste Pond was the one that Wolan mentioned

11 as the one pond which contributes most of the

12 water for the Perched Water System. I think

13 about SO percent of the Perched Water System

14 comes from the Cold Waste Pond.

15 MS. GREEK* Jos, 2 think you need

16 to say a little more ■bout what that water is,

17 If you would.

IS MR. GORDON: The Cold Waste Pond is

11 essentially clean water. Cold means clean,

20 that's what's cold scans there, and wars mead■

21 radioactive. That's what the nomenclature Ls

22 there. The warm Waste Pond, as you may or may

23 not be aware, le being replaced with a lined

74 pond now a■ we *peak. it's being constructed.

25 So I think -- correct me if I's wrong, but by

30
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the end of this year the Warm Waste Pond will be

completely taken out of service in terms of the

contribution to the perched water bodies, and

after that the Cold Waste Pond will be the

dominant contributor, or essentially the only

contributor to the Perched Mater System in that

area.

Well, the results of the risk

assessment are that the carcinogenic riak to a

hypothetical resident out at the ■ita is one in

179 million for someone. who la living out there

125 year• fro■ now.

Wow, in addition to the calculation

that we did there, EPA in their review also

calculated at what time could someone go out

there and live, and construct that well under

the some scenario that I've described to still

be within the acceptable risk range. That was

determined to he the year 2000, and that's about

tan years.

MS. GREEN' Joe, if I could put an

ey DOE hat for a second. I would Ilk, to make

sure everybody understands what the 125 was

based on. It is not based on any assertion that

DOE will be out there in 125 years. What it is

31

1 bailed on is the assumed reactor and TRA

2 operation■ for 25 years plot the fact that

3 regulation■ exist that would require

4 institutional control for low level waste left

S in place for 100 years.

6 Wow, those regulations would apply

7 to whoever owned that land, be it DOE, b• it

another agency or be it a private person or

industry. Bo that's what the 125 years is based

10 on. And that was a point in time selected to

11 make one calculation. As Joe pointed out, we

12 make many other calculations for other points in

13 time also, and the recoamendation is based on

14 all of those evaluations, not just the

15 calculation for 125 years.

16 MR. GORDON' Thi■ kind of gives you

17 the full spectrum there of over time whet the

16 risk would be to someone who was living out

19 there. So what this le tolling you that if

20 someone lived out there in ten years the risk

21 would be acceptable.

22 AUDIENCE DIEMBERI Tell, isn't it

23 true that groundwater moves? So why would we

24 even think that the same water would be there in

25 128 years?

32
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MR. DORDONI Well, the Perched

eater System, it'■ true, the Perched Water

Spites will diesipat• within seven year■ of the

Cold Waste Pond shutdown, but there are still

contaminants out at the site there, and the

groundwater modal that we constructed looked ■t

natural rain, percolation through the Warm Waste

Pond and through the sediment■ that are there

right now. So this basically assumes that we do

nothing else out at the site.

MS. DREEN3 I'■ not sure if we

really answered the question.

AUDIENCE NEINSERI It wasn't really

a question, it was an Observation that this i■

meaningless because that perched water won't be

there in 125 year., it will have dissipated

away.

MS. GAREM3 I think the risk

aaaaaaaa nt was based on water in the Perched

water Syete■ moving to the aquifer and a well

being drilled in the aquifer right there.

AUDIENCE EMBER; It wouldn't be

there, it would have moved on. This is what

water does.

MR. JENSINs What it's saying is

33

1 that even though most of the perched water is

2 gone in seven years through rain or whatever,

3 those contaminants ■till could in smelt amounts

4 go dawn to the aquifer.

5 Like .10e said, what was evaluated,

6 what if someone put that well right beneath the

7 Test Reactor Area, what kind of contaminants

would they be expected to be drinking out of

9 that water over the years. And that was

10 evaluated through 125 years.

11 AUDIENCE HUMERI I gores what I's

12 saying is we're not concerned what is going to

13 be right there in 125 years, we're concerned

14 with what ha■ slowed on down.

13 MS. GRAM And I think that's why

16 the ten-year, for example, the ten-year

17 evaluation, wee made to get a nearer ter■ impact

IS of whet would stove down from the perched water.

19 Unless you're talking about -- again, I'■

20 wearing lay DOA hat if this -- you're talking

21 about past releases to the aquifer before today;

22 i■ that what you're talking about, is that what

23 your concern is?

24 AUDIENCE MESSER; I'■ saying that

25 the contamination that's there right here, right
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now wouldn't be there. tomorrow, it ■ovals, it

moves some, maybe it's a little', maybe -- but to

say that it --

RR. HOVLAND' I think it would help

if you would, maybe', ;Satin. what "operable unit"

is here and the fact that there is another

7 operable unit out thieve that basically take■

care of what has golfe off of TRA, and it's the

9 WAG 10.

10 HR. CORDON' I think there is also

11 another operable unit, which i■ what i■ up at

12 the surface, what i■ in the War. Waste Pond

13 ■adiaents.

14 MA. HOVLAND' I think the idea Is

IS that the computer model predict■ the

16 concentrations in the Snake River Plain in the

17 top twelve and a half feet directly beneath the

15 Perched Water 'Spates, end it's that contribution

19 of the Perched Mater System on the top of the'

20 aquifer, which is very conservative, because

21 there is not a lot of mixing. You just look at

22 the top of it, and that is what is predicted,

23 that defines this operable Unit, the one were

24 addressing. Rut this should really b. pretty

25 well defined before we move on. I think It's a
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critical issue.

AUDIENCE MEMBER' I think what the

Concern is it's not what is ■t the site, it'■

what moved off the site and on down the avatar

towards Magic Valley.

KR. GORDON' Let ■e addrea■ that, I

thought that might be where you're getting.

This risk mmmmmmmm nt actually •valuate.• the

anxious concentration and the Miamian& Impact

that you could possibly gat because it

calculate■ the risk to someone who install, a

wall directly hallow the Perched Mater System

without dilution through the Snake River Plain

River Aquifer at some further down mmmmm a plan..

MS. OREM So we begins/1y

evaluate'd a more consorvative scenario than what

you have raised ■s ■ concern and found that even

In that more exposed situation that there is no

unacceptable risk to that person. So it follows

that if there is no unacceptable risk to people

drinking the water right noir there within tan

years. that there would not be any greatar risk

to people further away.

Anything that's already in the

aquifer, any contamination that's already in the

36



Z6
61
 Z
O:

Zt
:g

1 
£
 

1 aquifer today is going to be evaluated, as Joe

2 said, under both the TWA Comprehensive

3 Investigation and than a couple years after that

4 the WAG 10 Investigation. I think at this time

S maybe, Larry, can you shed some light on the

issue that's been raised here?

SR. Wanes Well, there is a history

of 40 years of wastewater disposal, i.e.

9 around 1952 when it all started. And we've --

10 we being the Geological Survey, have tracked

11 many of those contaminants a■ far as eight or

11 nine miles south of the point at which they were

13 injected in the aquifer or exposed to a

14 percolation pond.

15 In that eight-mil• distance you can

16 pick stuff up, there is no question about that.

17 The question from a health and safety

16 standpoint, which we have to look at too, 1■

19 along the leading edge of that plume that Is

20 developed in the aquifer with specific

21 contaminant■ in it, that'■ a method of detection

22 limit, that's usually five percent or less of

23 any maximum contaminant level set for drinking

24 water by EPA.

25 So yeah, concentration■ of

37
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contaminants, I think there was • tritium

driver there from -- well, In 125 year■ the

3 tritium would be gone because of radioactive

4 decay, that's in ten half-lives and ten

5 half-lives it wouldn't be there. You wouldn't

6 be able to distinguish it from background

7 concentrations. And tritium does occur

S naturally in water as well as fro■ the

atmospheric testing program.

10 With the other, cobalt and

11 chromium, cobalt has a five year half-life, it's

12 going to be gone. The chromium, I goes., would

13 probably he the real risk driver for anything

14 after 125 year.. It's reactive, so it's still

15 going to be in the aquifer, but it will be,

16 number one, diluted and number two, it will be

17 absorbed out, it will be immobilised and attach

16 itself to a rock rather than being in the water.

19 And I think that's what the risk analysis shows.

20 KS. GASES, But before 125 years.

21 AGAIISC2 KSKSEA; Tha thing that

22 really bothers we ■bout -- yeah, the dilution

23 will Be the solution for this, but wa have all

21 these many, ■any project■ out there, ■any, many

25 waste things that ■re going on and if dilution
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i■ the solution to all of those, then pretty

soon, you know, 1998 or whatever it i■ rolls

around and we do our cosprehensivm look at what

ail the different contaminants are doing to our

aquifer and we go, oh. get, w♦ have a big

problem. well, we already know that now. Why

are wa letting dilution be the solution?

MS. Oglagi I think Solari or

someone on the project, I think we need to

emphasise the basis for our recommendation Is

not relying on dilution. We need to emphasise

that•

AUDIENCE MEMBER' Well, dilution in

time. What elan i■ it then?

WS. ORM!' I think the other

factor that's being heavily relied on i■ the

characteristics of absorption into soil and that

type of thing, decay and absorption. And I'll

turn it back over to the technical people.

MR. GORDON: What we did was we

looked at the worst, really the worst place that

we could possibly put a well, and it's only as a

point of departure to look at other place. where

you could put well■ where dilution become■ a

factor. Okay, but we didn't look at dilution

39
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beyond the worst place you could put a well 

AUDIENCE MEMBBRI To me it  

like. if you're not going to clean it up, then

you're letting dilution clean it up.

MR. .7101821a1 what we're trying to

■ay is we don't need to let dilution clean it

up. It's clean without dilution. It's not

posing a risk without dilution. Bo that was the

whole point where dilution occurs. Wars not

saying it doesn't, but what we try to evaluate

is what if @mason* put a wall at a spot before

dilution occurred? And what we're finding out

is that even in that worst case, it's not a

problem or in tan year■ it won't be a problem..

That's not to say that, you know,

we like the fact that thers is contamination

down there or anything like that. In fact, the

reason that we're doing this one so quickly and

we started this investigation about almost a

year before the IAO was even signed, this

agreement was even signed, because we knew there

was contamination down there and we knew it was

■ priority and we needed to find out if there

was a problem. So we tried to look at the worst

case we could to find out if that were a
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problem, and what we're saying is *wen in the

worst possible case of someone putting a well

right there, we think it's okay. In ten years

it's not going to be a problem.

MR. BOVLANDI Larry, you have

looked at quit, a few well. out there. What is

a typical well screen for a residential well?

/t's ■ lot ■ore than 12 feat.

Ni. MANN' You'd he looking at 50

to 100 fast in most of those area,.

MR. NOVLANDI The significance of

that is with a larger screen there in a

residential wall you get ■ lot mare mixing of

aquifer. With a 12 foot screen at the top of

the aquifer there is virtually no mixing, and it

would be a very conservative highest

concentration.

AUDIENCE MEMBEAs Isn't that

dilution. Isn't that what dilution is?

MB. ORSINI No, whet we're saying

is we didn't rely on it because we need a 12

foot screen rather then a 50 foot screen to

evaluate it.

MR. ROVLANDI That was the point

there, with a 12 foot screen you'd have

41
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virtually no dilution, thus giving you a very

conservative approach to looking at the worst

came scenarios with this well.

MS. METER, I think we ■hculd

clarity too, it isn't exactly we're not doing

anything. The Warm Waste Pond 1■ going to be

7 taken off Line shortly hers and that's the

source of the contaminants.

AUDIENCE MEMBER, Why don't you

lo class it down new? You've known about it since

11 when?

L2 mg. GREEN' It's in the process.

13 When it was determined to be a problem, there

14 was a request made for funding. The !AWL made a

15 request for funding to replace the pond. It's

16 taken this long to do the planning and the

17 permitting, end now construction is taking place

10 this simmer. And the construction of the liner,

19 at least, will be tpanleted during the summer.

20 I can't tell you the exact time frame for

21 actually using the lined pond instead of the

22 unlined pond.

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER, 00 what is in the

24 unlined pond would be moved over to the lined

25 pond ar is it going to evaporate?
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1 MR. ROWLAND' Actually that's

2 another operable unit. Last year we had some

3 Footings on the proposed plan for the interia

4 action for the Warm Wait. Pond sediaents.

5 That's currently in the remedial -- part of that

6 Record of Decision and tr•atability studits are

7 going on right now to work out what is the aost

S efficient way of  lug the contaminants.

MS. GREEN! And the water that 1e

10 presently going in the unlined ponds would be

11 diverted to the lined pond.

12 MR. JENSEEI If you vent out and

13 looked at that pond right now, it's almost dry.

14 So that's's not much water in therm.

15 KR. CORDON: I think another point

16 to make hero on the ten-yeer scenario is that

17 the Test Reactor Area Is •till going to be

IS operating in ten years. So no one Is going to

19 be living there and drinking that water even in

20 tan years.

21 AUDIENCE WENNER' What Is in the

22 cold pond?

23 MR. CORDON: The, Cold Waste Pond?

24 AUDIENCE MEMBER' Tea.

25 MR. CORDON' It's uncontaminated

43

1 water. Maybe ■omeone als• --

2 MR. ROWLAND: It's basically just

3 cooling water.

4 KR. GORDON; It's cooling water

5 fro■ the reactor.

6 AUDIENCE MEMBER' It must be

7 wastewater otherwise you wouldn't be calling it

waste.

9 AUDIENCE MEMBER: It's above

10 groundwater that is used for cooling water.

11 MR. JENSEN' I think it la

12 something like air conditioning unit., they pump

13 the water through those to cool down and the

14 heat exchangers in that water is also going in

15 there. But that elan monitors that water

16 continually to cake sure that thorn aren't

17 contaminants going in there.

16 AUDIENCE MENDER' But It says in

19 the little thing that if it carries IS percent

20 of the total volume of water even though that

21 water is not contaminated, which would also

22 contribute to driving down contaminants, that

21 +minima of water.

24 MR. CORDON' Nell, it do..

25 contribute to the total values of water, yes.
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It does not significantly contribute to the

driving of contaminants. If we stopped

3 discharging, the contaminants are going to go

4 down within seven years.

5 AUDIENCE MEMSER3 if you have a

6 large volume of water, it will be, or won't it?

7 MS. OREM Joe, wasn't a risk

6 assessment done assuming that it remained in

9 operation?

10 MR. nORDON3 Right. It assumed

II that we continue operations of the Cold Waste

12 Pond actually for 25 more years. And that'■ the

13 and of operations and decommissioning of the

14 Teat Reactor Area, then the 100 year to control

15 period. So actually &souse the Cold Waste Pond

16 operations continue for the next 25 year..

17 Well, similarly we calculated the

10 potential edverar effects from non-carcinogenic

19 contaminant■ and found those also to be

20 acceptable for both 125 and 10-year scenarios.

21 So in summary, there are currently

22 no unacceptable risks -- wall, there are no

23 risks to current residents, obviously, since the

24 site is restricted. And the rick to a

25 hypothetical resident living at the. site would
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become acceptable within ten years.

I goals with that, I'll turn it

back over to Nolan.

XS. OMNI You'll have an

opportunity for cord questions and answers on

this plan after Nolan does his presentation, he

only has a couple .or. elides. So there i■

plenty core opportunity for questions and

answers.

MR. JENSENt Basically, I'm just

going to go through the conclusions now. We

already mentioned, based on • risk ssssss sent we

don't think we need to do anything to clean up

the watsr, however, recognising that this was

15 baud on a dynamic system and a groundwater

16 aodol, a computer model that mad, these

17 predictions, we still weed to keep an aye on it.

10 It doesn't seen we just walk away and forget

19 about it.

20 So the recommendation is that we

21 continuo to monitor the situation. The

22 regulations, National Contingency Plan, as I

23 talked about earlier also talks about five-year

24 reviews, or it talks about the agencies will

25 need to go back and look at this decision at
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least every five years. It ■ay happen ■ore

often than that.

SO what we're saying is that even

4 though we're recommending that we don't need to

5 clean up the water, we still need to keep ■n eye

6 on the situation end review it periodically to

7 make ours that the assumptions that we based the

9 decision on, or the recommendation on, ■re

9 correct.

10 Maybe 1'11 give you a real quick

11 idea of what we mean when we say monitoring.

12 This was a question that came up at our meeting

13 last night. Aikmuming that after public comment

14 that we do go ahead and implement this decision,

15 basically what we will do is develop a plan for

16 sonitoring this. What we'll have to do -- and

17 we've talked about it some already, is we'll

18 have to decide what contaminants we. need to

19 monitor.

20 Obviously, we already know which

21 ones are of greatest concern. Tritium. and

22 chroeium ■re two of those that we need to

23 monitor. We also need to take out of that elide

24 I showed you with all the well■ on it, we would

25 pick some of those wells, some key wells, some

47
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in the aquifer end 0004 in the perched water in

order to keep track of that situation to ask.

sure that it behaves like we expect it will.

Also vs need to look at the

S frequency, whether we take ■ample■ four time', a

6 year, once a year, that kind of thing. And then

at what point or whet Information do we get that

6 helps us decide that, yeah, things behoved is we

9 thought they would, we can ■top monitoring now,

10 or on the other hand It didn't behave like we

11 thought it would, we need to go bank and look at

12 It again.

13 SO that'■ the idea when we say

14 we're going to monitor, that's the idea that

15 we're talking about.

16 Okay, that's it. Any [Altar

17 questions?

18 AUOILWOR SENECA -I I■ it okay if I

19 ask a queetion?

20 MS. OASES' I was going to say for

21 the general question and anaver SSSSS on, if you

22 could use the microphone.

23 AUDIZSCI SEXIER' On pegs A-5 it

24 says the War■ Waste Pond is currently used only

25 for disposal of reactor cooling water containing
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1 low level radioactivity. And I would Ilk• to

2 know how low is low. There is not anything else

3 that tells as what that aeons.

4 MB. GREEN' Nolan, do you have

5 information on that currant disposal?

6 MR. JENSEN' Well, the point that I

7 was trying to make was in 1970, I believe it

9 was, one of the other key contaminants,

9 chromium, they stopped using that. What

10 chromium was %teed for was it was a rout

11 Inhibitor in the cooling process. So that

12 cooling water had chromium in It. They stopped

13 using Chromium. in 1970, I think -- wasn't it?

14 1972 ■oaething like that. So there is no more

15 chromium even going into the pond.

16 There used to be three reactors

17 running, now there i■ only one, so just based on

18 the fact that there are fewer operation■ going

19 on, there are fewer contaminants going in. But

20 I have also talked to people about Is that the

21 amount of contaminants, radioactive

22 contaminants, in that water ha■ even been

23 reduced through a treatment process. But I

24 don't know, off the top of ■y head, how much i■

25 treated. It used to not go through that
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treatment prOetee.

NS. GREEN' Do we have that

information in the RI?

MR. CORDON' It's In the RI Report.

Like tritium information there Is between 100

and 200 curies per year discharged to the Warm

Waste Pond over the last few years.

MS. GREEN' Over how many gallons/

Did you want the total amount or were you

looking at concentrations?

AUDIENCE MEMBER' Well, I was

looking at cesium.

W5. BREEN' Concentrations of

cesium coming Oat of the meter?

MR. SMITH' Lisa, while they are

looking that up, can you explain what a RI

Report is? I'm not aura everyone knows what

that report Is.

MS. GREEN: I'll put my DOE hat on

again. An RI is a Remedial Investigation

Report. We have copies on the back table that

were developed for each of the three projects,

and the RI report summarised 411 of the data

that was used to make the recommendation to

calculate the risk ■nd it also explain■ how the
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risk was calculated and summarizes that.

MR. JIMSENt That's another good

3 point. This proposed plan, the &seller document

4 that you ■ll received in the ■ail, if you're on

5 the mailing list, that i■ just a condensed

6 summary of the Remedial Investigation Report.

7 The actual report is a lot bigger and has • lot

more information in it. Whore is the closest --

9 like Linda mentioned, those reports are located

10 in Twin Palls.

11 MS. BAIRD: The official repository

12 is in the Twin Palls Public Library, but we also

13 have copies of ell of those docusents In our

14 office as well.

15 MX. GO/DM' Going beck to your

16 question. Over the last few years there have

17 been about ten million gallons per year

10 discharged in the Wars Waste Pond. Our number

19 for 1990 for tritium -- I lean for comium-137

20 was zero. For the year before it was .01 curies

21 of cesium-137, before that it war .02. 1 mean

22 it essentially has dropped off.

23 MS. °Witt Thi■ is the question

24 and answer session for the Perched Water System

23 for TRA. Before we move into the official

SI

1

2

comment period, if you would rather not COO, to

the microphone, piles, feel free to writs your

3 question on ■ card and raise your hand and Reuel

4 smith or Mika Coe will collect the cards and

5 bring them up to the appropriate parson to

6 answer the question.

7 If would you like, to use the

• microphone, pleas• feel free to do so. I just

ask that you please provide one question ■t a

10 time ■o that we can answer the first one before

11 we go on to the second one. Do we have any

12 questions, any more questions on the Perched

13 Water Proposed Plan?

14 With that, I guess we'll move on to

15 the oral comment portion of this ■eating to

16 receive formal comments for the record on the

17 Parched Water Proposed Plan.

IS During this portion of the meeting,

19 the agencies will listen to your posairnts, but

20 we will not respond to them tonight. They will

21 be responded to in the Responsiveness Summary

22 that will eventually be in the Record of

23 Decision after a decision has been reached.

24 remind you again that a tape

25 recorder i■ in the back for anyone who wants to
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1 make a comment but wishes to do so in privacy.

3 If so•ebody makes a statement which

3 DOE, EPA or the Etate would like some

4 clarification about, or would like additional

5 information to clarify what the comment is, we

may set you for some clarification. This is

7 just to make sure that we understand the comment

S so that we can evaluate it for the final

decision.

10 Reuel, do you know how many people

11 have signed up to make official comments?

12 MR. SMITH, We had two question

13 mark■ so far.

14 XS. GRBBNI I guess I'll remind you

15 that written comments have the same weight a■

16 oral comments, and any comment that we receive

17 by the close of the comment period on August 5th

1B will be considered in making the decision and

19 will be responded to In the Responsiveness

20 Summary. If you would like to make an oral

21 comment and can't fit all of your comments into

22 the five minute period, or think of something

23 sifter you go home, please feel fres to submit

24 the additional written comment' prior to August

25 5th.
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With that, can I sea a ■how of

hand■ for people who would like to sake oral

comments for the record. So we have one person.

Would you Ilk, to sake your comment

at this time?

AUDIENCE MEKEIRe My name is

Carolyn Hondo from Burley. I'm speaking on

behalf of the FOCUS arse group. Please boar

with me, these are kind of like notes that I'm

reading from.

We would like to ■as the

inforsatIon on how low are low levels of

radioactivity which is in the brochure instead

of having it say low. It would be more helpful

for u■ that can't run down to Twin Falls and

look up a bunch of stuff.

We feel that continued use of the

Warm Waste Pond is the clearest indication of

INEL's elegulded priorities. Not only is INEZ.

continuing to add radioactive contaminant• to •

cleanup site, which ha■ been identified for over

five years, but also the additional water will

continue to reach previous contaminations

further down into the aquifer.

Moreover, the Environmental
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1

2

Protection Agency and the stet• of Idaho are

realms In their respective enforcement

3 rosponaibilitie■ for not closing down the Test

4 Reactor Are, pond.

3 SPA end the state would have full

6 recognition, RCRA has the mixed waste sites, ■nd

7 therefor* under their jurisdiction the plan

fail■ to mention that the TPA has 49 solid vast*

9 management units. Theis include leaching ponds,

10 underground tanks, rubble piles, cooling towers,

11 waste injection walls, trench drain■ ■nd

12 assorted spills where hazardous and mixed wastes

13 exist. A redder of IMSL's Plan might he lad to

14 believe that the Warm Waste Pond and the

15 contaminated parched water are the only problem

16 arms■ at TRA. Additionally, the pond has bean

17 in continuous ass for 35 rear'.

16 We question DOE's characterization

19 of the size to the perched water contamination

20 plum** bOcamee of the location and depth of the

21 monitoring walls. The State of Idaho's review

22 strongly suggests that well■ along the north and

23 northeast margin of the network are too deep to

24 intercept or represent water loyal• in the deep

25 parched water sons. That is, the deep perched
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water zone say extend farther to the north and

northeast than previously recognised by DOS.

The plan's listing of contaminants

fail■ to list iodine-129 and plutonium-236, 239

and 240, which war, found in the IRA leach pond

plankton in concentration rang.. from 40,000 to

400,000.

Dos to iodine-I29's 17 million year

half-life and plutonium's 24,000-year half-life,

theme isotopes ere con. id•red permanent

contaminants In the environment by SPA.

Raiders of the Plan deserve monis

information then they exceed federal safe

drinking water standard■ or a footnote stating ■

standard of 4 millirem per year. The standard

for cesium-137 which is not stated In the

brochure La 200 picocuries per liter. This

places cesium-117 1,115 Was over this drinking

water standard. Americium-241 is 140 times

over, strontium-90 is 570 till*, over, and

tritium is 92 times over the drinking rates

standard.

TRA lies immediately Ion■ then two

Taloa up gradient to the Big Lost River.

Considerable uncertainty exists as to
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contaminant transport time within the aquifer

du• to the aziatence of lava tubes, etc., in a

very non-homogonetic geology of the Snake River

Plain Aquifer. Moreover, DOE's contention that

there is no current use of the perched water or

contaminated Snake River Aquifer in the vicinity

of TRA and that only considered use of the area

in 125 years is totally unjustified.

Plutonium-239, 239 and 240

concentrations in the TRA leach pond as

previously cited has been studied at length in a

1967 DUI. report. This report stated that the

highest plutonium concentrations was found in

net plankton. Plankton concentration ratios

ranged from 40,000 to 400,000 for the plutonium

isotope■ and varied with sampling dates. These

values reflect to efficiency with which

plutonium is taken up by plankton.

The plutonium figures are relevant

when considering that the migratory water fowl

are eating the plankton ■nd moving off mite, and

potentially into Idahoan.' diet. Two other DOE

sites, Savannah River and Oak Ridge, have had

problems containing radioactivity on site.

The decision by the ■tat*,
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1

2

3

DOE-Idaho and EPA to do nothing on interim

actions on the ?RA perched water is an affront

to common sense and demonstrates blatant

4 disregard for Idaho's most valuable resource,

groundwater. Contaminated water in the perched

zones must be pumped and treated to minimise

7 further migration into the rest of the aquifer.

The federal government must never again be

allowed to foul our waters and just walk away.

10 Monies currently being channeled into nuclear

11 materiels production would core than adequately

12 fund environmental restoration such ■s ■ pump

13 and treat.

14 MS. GREEN! Ma'am, we have a

15 clarification.

16 MR. HOVLAND! we have • point or

17 two we want to get clarified. in the 1967 /NEI

18 Report, ■o we can address this comment, do you

19 have the specific reference for that and which

20 pond specifically?

21 AUDIENCE SESSER! On the plankton?

22 MR. HOVLAND! On the plankton.

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER' what I have is

24 come numbers DOE-Idaho-12111 at 39.

23 MS. GREEN! I■ there anybody *lee
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who has changed their mind and would like to

2 make an oral comment for the record?

3 Okay, if there are no other

4 coamente to be made et this time, why don't we

S take about 4 fifteen minute break before we

6 start the second half of this meeting.

7 (A recess was taken.)

6 MS. GREEN: If anybody le

interested, there i■ ■ copy of the Record of

10 Decision on a separate action, the Ordnance

11 Interim Action, if you'd like to see en example

12 of a Record that demcribes the cleanup that will

13 be undertaken for the ordnance remedial action.

14 It also includes the Remponeiveness

15 Summary. So if you want to see an example of

16 how comments are incorporated and responded to

17 in a cleanup decision, there are copies of the

IS Record of Decision for the ordnance project in

19 the back of the room.

20 From here on out we'll be talking

21 about the Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical

22 Evaporation Pond Proposed Plane. We have

23 combined these two projects because they are

24 sinner in several ways. They are both

25 relatively small units. They are both pond

39
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S
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S

7

10

11

12

13

14

13

16

17

IS

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

sediments, ponds that are no longer used.

We used a similar approach in

evaluating thee, and we're coaing forth to the

public with the sane proposal of Po Action for

both of thee.

I would also like to reintroduce

representative managers for both of those sites,

for ■PA and the State DED. Sitting to my right

Is Dave Frederick. Me's the manager for the

Motor Pool Pond project. To his right -- I

bettor look next time. Sitting to my right is

Tom Stoops, the project manager for the Chemical

Evaporation Pond, and to him right is David

Frederick, the manager for the Motor Pool Pond.

On your far right end of the other table 1■

Howard Slood, who is the EPA Reneger for both of

these projects.

With that, Nolan, I'll turn things

back over to you. Nolan is going to give you a

very brief presentation suaaarisIng the Motor

Pool Pond investigation, and then we'll have en

opportunity for questions of clarification on

his project. Then we'll move on to a

presentation on the Chemical Evaporation Pond,

followed by a very brief opportunity for
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question■ of clarification. Then we would like

to throw it open to sore general questions and

answers on either on• of these two

investigations.

After all of those opportunities

for questions and answers, then we will have the

formal comment period to receive verbal coasent■

on both of the projects. Bo with thst, Nolan,

take it away.

FR. JENSEN: Thank you. I got to

ha involved with both of these two projects so

you have to hear me again.

Like Lisa said, the next two

projects ere very similar. They are both ponds,

or what used to be ponds, and now we're looking

at the sediments in those ponds to find out if

those sediments pose a risk. So again, that's

what the bottom of this

we're focusing on those

This first

Pond at era. Mere is a

slide points out is that

sediments in the ponds.

one is the Motor Pool

photograph of it. This

photograph was just taken a couple week■ ago.

It's just a small pond. It was taken out of use

in 1965, so as you can see, there is no water in

there any longer. This sign right her•, If you

61

1 can 'tee that, is each of the site* that ars

I going to be investigated under the agreement

3 that I talked about earlier. The ISEL has on.

4 of these signs placed there to point it out.

S That's about it on the pond.

6 Let as talk for • minute about what

7 went on here. This is the service station out

a at the Central Facilities Ares. Th• Central

9 Facilities Area is kind of the central location

10 that has • lot of administrative, functions for

11 the entire IntL. It has thing■ like the

12 warehouses there, the central warehouse, there

13 is a cafeteria, • largo cafeteria, several

14 functions. One of those was this service

15 station for the fleet, and the equipment out

16 there.

17 As you can sate, it'■ a little bit

IS bigger than the normal service station you have

141 here in town, but that's the kind of function

20 that it served.

21 What this is a picture of one of

22 bays insides of the service station. And as the

23 vehicles and equipment were brought in for

24 service to change the oil and that sort of

25 thing, contaminants were washed off or fell off
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the vehicles end want down into this grata

2 inside. Than also on the outside of the

3 buildings therm was this wash area, a wash bay.

4 As equipment was ?molted here, the wash water

5 went into this grate, it want into a sump, the

6 sump then fad • pipeline. This is the building

7 her*, the service station, and the pipmaina fro■

those two sump■ cask* out here and discharged

9 into this ditch right just back behind -- you

10 can't see it, but it was right in this area,

11 than it flowed through this ditch, and than

12 again Into the Motor Pool Pond. Bo that is how

13 the contamination got there.

14 Now, what was don• was ****** 1

15 *maples war. collected of the sediment■ in the

16 pond. They were collected between 0 and 15

17 feet. There were 31 samplas collacted. That's

10 aseentially what was don..

19 What we found wee, again, after

20 going through the process that was described

21 earlier, this Is the list of contaminants, and

22 the one■ that warm found to pea* the greatost

23 risk and the key ones ■re the onas that are

24 highlighted here.

25 So basically now ws.v, answered

63

1 that first quaetioni What le out that.?

2 Now, the next gustation ill' Now bad

3 is it? What was done to •valuate the risk, was

4 first of all, we looked at both the risk to

5 workers at the control facilities Area and then

6 me also looked at the risk of someone who would

7 live theme in the future, Nimmons who would

build a house there. In both camas what vs

looked at was what would be the risk to that

10 parson if they inhaled the sediments in the pond

11 if they were blown up for sole reason, if it

12 cams into contact with your akin, or what would

13 happen with soil ingestion? We say eating the

14 dirt, but however -- also direct *sposure to the

15 contasinants, the radioactive contaminants.

16 Should I clarify soil Lngamtion?

17 Did I make that confusing? That's basically if

18 you get dirt on your hand, if you wore to eat

19 something and your hands would get on your

20 sandwich, that kind of thing. Any way that you

21 could actually get those sediftente into your

22 body, that's what ma're talking about.

23 What we found was that for the

24 currant situation out there, for the workers at

25 the site, for carcinogenic risk, Cancer causing
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risk, that to... out to about ono in one

million, the risk range.

Nov, looking into the future, in

the cos* that someone could go therm and live

and live at the pond, again, those same pathways

War. looked at, the inhalation, the dorsal

contact, the soma pathways, if &meson* were to

a go out there and live, wo looked at both 100

9 year■ in the future and 30 years in the future.

10 Aftor doing the calculations for

11 the cancer-causing contaminants, a■ you can ■*a

12 for the 30-year tine frame it falls right in

13 that.. I don't roneabor the oxact nuebar, but

14 you can set for the 100 year• they are about the

15 mans, and they fall within what i■ considerod to

16 be the accoptable rang. by the fedoral

17 regulations. That's for cancer causing

18 contaminants.

19 For the non-cancer-causing

20 contaminants, or the toxic contaoinanta, it fall

21 below tha hazard index of ono. So again,

22 according to the EPA criteria, it dos■ not pose

23 an unaccaptable risk.

24 So as a quick conclusion, based on

25 those risk nuahors the agencies aro, again,

65

I roc aaaaa ding that No Action be taken bocaues

2 there is no unaccoptsble risk at the sit*.

XS. GREEM1 ■ith that, I would like

4 to take a couple alnutem to Sfil if anybody hart

5 any specific questions to clarify Nolan's

6 prosontatIon that they would like to ask to

7 char in their minds the presentation.

AUDIENCE XIXEIR3 I have a

9 question. Why did you go down to 15 foot and

10 then stop? I■ that the point where. you found no

11 nor. contentment'? I■ this a number that

12 0°19140*r:3. picked?

13 XR. 319555. Sick, you took those

14 samples, right?

15 mR. 8TANISICKI 20.. That's whore

16 the basalt begins at 15 feat, some place■ it's

17 elm?, ■one places -- the maximum extant of the

le sediments Is 15 foot, sonotisoe It's only •

19 couple feet.

20 SR. JISSINI Where they hit the bed

21 rock.

22 Anything els*?

23 KR. 0REEM1 Thor& will be an

24 opportunity for general gueations ■nd an aaaaa

25 after we cosplote the Chomical Evaporation Pond
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presentation here. Thank you, Nolan.

With that, I would like to

introduce Randy Bargelt. Randy is the Waste

Area Group 5 manager for EGAG Idaho. And the

Chemical Evaporation Pond is within Waste Area

Group 5, so he's going to present tha

information to support our proposal on the

Chemical Evaporation Pond.

MR. RARGELTI As Lisa aantioned,

I will be talking about Operable Unit 5-10, the

Chemical Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary

Reactor Area, which Is contained within Waste

13 Area Group S. At the Motor Pool Pond this

14 investigation is confined to the sediments that

IS were there but are not in the pond at this time.

16 Thi■ is a photograph of the

17 Auxiliary Reactor Area 1. The Auxiliary Reactor

10 Area is composed of four different facilities.

19 This I. on• of the facilities within that area.

20 Thasa ■re two of the buildings there. This is

21 the building that actually discharged to the

22 pond between 1071 and 1989. This picture we.

23 token when the pond was in operations.

24 If you notice here, you'll see that

25 the pond doe■ have moms watermarks, the

67

1

2

vegetation is green, denoting that it was

putting water out there and the vegetation was

3 feeding off the water and soae of the wastes

4 that were in it.

3 Thi■ is a schematic of the arse.

And as I mentioned, these are those two

7 building., !Wilding 627 housed -- during that

period of operation of the Evaporation Pond --

housed print ■hops, materiels testing lab and a

10 radiological lab. And water was discharged in a

11 300 foot pipe to the Chemical Evaporation Pond

12 here. And from our sampling, we noticed --

13 you'll see the ■tar, an area of about 100 square

14 feet that did have the highest concentration of

15 contaminants.

16 Thi■ is another photograph of the

17 pond. If you recall, the previous photograph

le where the green vegetation was, this was taken

19 about two weeks ■go -- you'll see the vegetation

20 now has died. There has been no discharg■ to

21 the pond since 1981. The area where that ■tar

22 was in the previous schematic was right hare.

23 This aria here 100 square feet -- excuse ■a, the

24 area of the star right hero is about 100 square

25 feet and right in hare is an area where we
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noticed the most contamination.

This is another view looking to

the north, and there is the vegetation there end

4 the building that they feed it. You can see

5 this bore here where the pipeline was buried

6 that fed into this area right here.

7 Prom this point on the

presentations are vary similar to the Motor Pool

9 Pond. During our site characterisation or

10 sampling, we did sample the pond In 1990,

11 approximately 160 samples were taken in 40

12 different locations within the pond area, not

13 just within the 100 'square feet, but the pond is

14 actually fairly largo a■ you saw in the previous

15 photographs. Sediments were sampled fro* the

16 surface to a aerialist depth of four feet. That

17 was the top of the basalt. And also the

11 sediments in that area, because the basalt la ■o

19 close to the surface, averages two feet in

20 thickness. We determined the nature and extent

31 of contamination from that sampling.

22 Another familiar slide. These

23 were the contaminants of concern that we did

24 identify through the risk assessment ■s a result

25 of the sampling that identifies the screening

69
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process in the risk  . And the

contaminants, specifically radionuclides, are

tha ones that were risk factors in this project.

Again, we used the same risk

sceneriost occupational, which is now, and

residential at 25 years -- excuse me„ 30 year■

and 100 years to evaluate the rink for a

residential population that say live on the

site. Evaluating the saes pathways, being

10 inhalation of dust, direct exposure to ionising

11 radiation, contact with your skin or ingesting

12 the soil similar to the way that Nolan described

13 it.

14 ly the way, the ARA facilities ■ll

15 have been -- there i■ nothing working out there

16 at this pond. There are facilities that are

17 scheduled to be dismantled over the next period

15 of ti■e.

19 So there are very few workers that

20 actually go to the site) basically the people in

21 environmental restoration or

22 security-type people, or the people involved in

23 actually decomaissloning the facilities.

24 So there is restricted access to

25 the area. The current occupational scenario,
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1 which means right now, the risk is two excess

2 cases of cancer in ten billion.

3 The future residential scenario in

4 100 years from now, you'll notice the facility

3 Is gone. The evaporation pond i■ no longer in

use, ■nd if you set up a residence next to the

7 pond within that facility, the future

residential risk will be one excess cams of

9 cancer in one Killion.

10 For the carcinogenic risk, both at

11 the 100-year scenario and the 30-year scenario,

12 both risk■ fall within the acceptable risk

13 range. At 30 years from now there was two

14 excess cases of cancer in one Killion, at 106

15 years from now there would be one excess case in

16 one million.

17 In the hazard index for

18 non-carcinogenic contaminants it would be .02

19 and we would expect no adverse health effects

20 from the other contaelnants that you saw in the

21 previous slide.

22 So the recommendation of the

33 agencies is no further action, barium's this site

24 does not pose an unacceptable risk to human

25 health and the environment.
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NS. CREEK, That it does not pose

en unacceptable risk?

MR. SARGELT, Does not pose an

unacceptable risk.

NO. UREMIA Thank you, Randy.

6 Bofors we move on to the general question and

7 answer session, dose anybody have any specific

8 questions of clarification on anything that

9 Randy had In his presentation/

10 With that, 1'11 open it up to

11 general questions on either the Chemical

12 Evaporation Pond that Randy discussed or the

13 Motor Pool Pond that Nolan discussed.

14 Does anybody have any questions

15 that they would like to ask of the technical

16 folk■ up hers before we begin the formal oral

17 comment session?

IS AUDIENCE KENDE/11 My question is

19 the health studies in tare. of risk factor.

20 ■ere they based on effects and risks to adults?

21 Nero children considered?

22 MR. ZENSENI Basleally, when you

23 look at the hazard index and the risk range that

24 i■ considered to be acceptable in the

23 regulations, those numbers are established based
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1 on if, like, infant■ were exposed to that. 5o

2 those numbers are established assuming that

3 already. Did that make sense?

4 AMDISMCE MEMBER' 7es.

3 KS. GREEMs Any other questions out

6 there before we open it up to receive forme].

7 oral comment■ on both of these plans?

S Okay. With that, let's gat

9 started on the portion of the meeting that is

10 designed fox you to provide your oral testimony

11 to DOE, EPA and the State regarding both the

12 Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation

13 Pond Proposed Plans.

14 Again, as in the Perched Water

13 session of the meeting, we'll listen to your

16 comments, but will not respond to them tonight.

17 That will be done in the Responsivenese Summary

11 after we have had ■n opportunity to •valuate

19 those comment' and their impact and incorporate

20 them into a decision.

21 If someone makes a statement for

22 which you folks would like additional

23 clarification, additional information to clarify

24 the comment, we will ba oinking the commenter

23 for clarification so we can be sure that we
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understand that comment.

2 Again, for the record please ■tats

3 your name and spell it and Identify which plan

you're making your comeents on before you make

3 your comments.

6 Renal, do we have people identified

7 who would like to make oral comments?

MR. SKIM I believe it's the sue

question marks. Some may have decided to

10 comment during the presentation.

11 KS. GREEK; With that, I would like

12 to see a show of hands for those of you who

13 would like to maks tarsal oral comments on

14 either the Chemical Evaporation Pond or the

15 Motor Pool. Pond. So ws have one person.

16 Sine♦ you're the Only person and

17 there is no question of fairness to others,

10 please feel free to read your satire thing.

19 AUDIIKCE KINSER' My name is

20 Carolyn Rondo. I'■ frog Burley, and I's

21 speaking on behalf of the orgenisatlon FOCUS.

22 The one comment that we had was concerning the

23 Motor Pool Pond. We felt like the PCB,

24 Aroclor-1260 -- I can't pronounce that word, in

25 concentrations of 1,470 micrograms per kilogram,

74.
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or I believe that's also parts per billion, that

alone would dictate exhaaing contaminants to

prevent further migration to the aquifer, and

that's what we would like to Rea done. Thank

you.

MS. GREEN' le there anybody who

has changed their mind and decided to make oral

comments on either the Chemical Evaporation Pond

Or the Motor Pool Pond?

With that, I would like to remind

you that the comment period raaain■ open until

August 5, 1992, and you're free to submit

written comments up until that time. Again,

written and oral comment■ receive equal

consideration.

I would like to thank you ■11 for

coming oat tonight. And I appreciate the

exchange of Information, not only In the

meeting, but the workshop semitone_ I

appreciate your involvement, and look forward to

seeing you at our next visit here.

Thank you and good night.

(The hearing concluded at 8;45 p.m.)
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BOISE, IDIOM, WEDAESDAT, JULY 22, 1992, 4130 P.M.

MS. GREEN: I would Ilke to welcome

everyone to tonight's meeting. We're glad you

were able to make it tonight, and we look

forward to a productive meeting.

My name is Lisa Green. Tonight I

will be serving a dual role. First, I will be

acting as a moderator for the meeting, and as a

moderator my job is to move us through the

agenda in a timely manner and sake sure that

everybody who would like to participate gets

that opportunity.

The other role I'll be playing

tonight is reasdial project manager for

DOT-Idaho. In that role I'll be helping to

answer some question■ on the projects. 2'11 try

to indicate those times when I'm putting on my

DOE hat, otherwise l'1I be the moderator.

Be have two desired outcomes for

this meeting tonight. The first is to gather

public comment on proposed plane for the

projects that you've seen ■t the back of the

room earlier this evening. This i■ where at

this time in the, project DOE, EPA and the State

I

1

3

of Idaho have come together on a technical

recommendation for these three projects. And

we're now bringing it forward to the public to

4 seek public input on that recommendation, and

5 the input will used in evaluating what the final

6 decision for each of those projects will b..

7 The second goal of the meeting is

S to give you en opportunity to ask questions and

9 for us to inform you about details of the

IS projects that you're interacted in and also to

11 describe how they fit into the broader scope of

12 the Inn cleanup efforts.

13 With that, in summary, we're here

14 to listen to each other is the genic purpose

15 tonight.

16 Let's take a look at the agenda

17 that you received when you entered the room

le tonight. As you can ewe, we have three topics

19 on tonight's agenda. The first topic i■ the

20 Proposed Plan for Perched Water at the Test

21 Reactor Area.

22 Following that presentation, we'll

23 have a question and answer session to provide

24 any information that you'd like to have

29 explained in greeter detail.
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Than after me have completed the

informal exchange of questions and Answers,

3 we'll provide a session to hear your official

4 verbal comments on the Perched Water Proposed

5 Plan.

6 After a short break then we'll save

7 to the second part of the meeting, which i■ to

8 discuss proposed plans on the Motor Pool Pond at

9 the Central Facilities Area and on the Chemical

10 Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

11 These project■ are very similar and

12 ve combine then In response to previous request■

13 from the public to combine project topic* when

14 they are similar.

15 At this time I would like to

16 Introduce several individuals in the audience.

17 The first individual, is Reuel Smith. Reuel is

16 the community relations plan coordinator for the

19 /MM. This is probably •Leo • good time to

20 indicate to everyone that the public comment

21 period on DOE's Community Relations Plan, which

22 has been out for comment for -- two months,

23 Reuel?

24 MR. SMITRi Tee.

25 MS. ORZEMI The consent period has

1 been extended to September 1st, 1992, so if you

2 haven't provided us any comments on that plan,

3 which the purpose of the plan is to satablish

4 the process for community involvement in the

5 cleanup program, if you haven't provided any

6 comments and would like to, that period has been

7 extended for you to do so.

If you have any issues related to

9 the Community Relations Plan you would like to

10 discus', I think Reuel is your man. Too sight

11 be able to talk to him on the break or following

12 the meeting tonight.

13 The second person is Mike Coe.

14 Mike is with the Public Affair■ Office for MEL.

IS If you have any question' or comment■ on

16 subject* or issues outside the scope of

17 tonight's meeting, you might speak with Mike.

18 And then if he can't give you ■n answer tonight,

19 I'm sure he'll get back to you with an answer.

20 Okay. That moves us to question

21 and answer periods. If you have questions that

22 you'd like additional information on, we have a

23 couple different ways that you con ask thom

24 depending on your preference. If you'd like to

25 just ask thee orally, we've got a wireless
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1 microphone that we'd like you to use ■o that

2 everybody can hear your question, including the

3 court reporter here who is documenting the

4 proceedings tonight. If you'd rather not use

S the microphone, we have cards on the chair■ here

6 that you can writ, your questlone on and they

7 will be -- if you'll hold them up -- Reuel or

Mike will pick than up and deliver them to the

9 panel, who can then provide answers for you.

10 Again, after each question end

11 answer period there will be an opportunity then

11 to provide formal verbal comments on the

13 proposed plans.

14 With that, let me introduce the

13 agency representative■ that ere up here with sm.

16 Dave Hovland of the State of Idaho, DIQ is to ay

17 immediate right. And Linda Meyer is with Region

19 10 of the IPA. I would like to give both of

19 them a chance to make some brief opening remarks

20 aim°. Dave.

21 MR. nOVLAND: Thank you, Lisa. I'm

22 the State's /NEL technical manager. I'm with

23 the Division of Environmental Quality. My

24 office is in Salsa. Tonight I'll also be

25 wearing another hat, and that's the hat of

1 technical lead for the TRA. A person named

2 /hewn Rosenberger is lay counterpart in Idaho

3 Fells,

4 Shawn can't be hers tonight, but we

S have a couple of his staff that are going to be

6 working on the other two proposed plans in the

7 audience here. I would like to introduce first

Dave Frederick. He'■ an environmental scientist

and he's the lead on crA. And To■ Stoops who i■

10 an environmental scientist, and he'■ the lead on

11 ARA.

12 I'm also pleased to introduce

13 Mr. Dean Mygard in the front row her.. He's the

14 State's *grislier for the Federal Facilities

15 section, Division of Environmental Quality, and

16 the Federal Facilities section includes INEL.

17 I would also ilk* to mention that

IS the State suppOrtS all three proposed plans, and

19 we have been actively involved in every phase of

20 the process up to these recommendations we're

21 asking this evening.

22 I really encourage on behalf of the

23 State a lot of public comment. And I appreciate

24 the people that have turned out at the public

25 sleeting tonight. The public comments are very
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1 important, because we want to make sure that we

2 get your input so that we can work on the

3 Responsiveness Summary and put these comments

4 into the Record of Decision,

5 MS. mr91:91 I'm Linda Meyer with

6 the Environmental Protection Agency. And I'm

7 th■ project manager for the Perched water System

6 that will be presented tonight, and I'll also be

representing the other two plans.

10 As Dave mentioned, we've been

11 involved -- our agency and the State have been

12 involved in these projects since the initial

13 project development and 'coping. And this is

14 the recommendation that we're presenting to you.

15 This isn't a final. decision. A final decision

16 will be made once your concerns and your

17 comments are addressed. So your Involvement in

IS this process is important. So I entourage

19 everyone to participate.

20 MS. GREEN: Thank you, Dave and

21 Linda. With that introductory note, let's move

22 right into the presentation for the Perched

23 Water Project. I would like to introduce Molan

24 Jensen. Nolan i■ the project manager for this

25 proposed plan for the DOE.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

S

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

IS

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. JENSEN' Now, my first question

for you tonight is2 Where shall I stand so you

can see the ■lids'? May out hare? I■ that

•bout right? Okay. I'll do my best. That's

all I can promise.

you've heard a couple of things

like CPA, TRA and ARA thrown out tonight. I

would like to explain what those are. Those

refer to the three projects that we're going to

talk about tonight.

Three specific projects: The first

one is the Perched Water System at the Test

Reactor Area, or TRA. The second one i■ the

Motor Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area

and the Chemical evaporation Pond at the

Auxiliary Reactor Area. We'll go into a little

sore what all those are exactly about later, but

just a■ an overview, this is an aerial

photograph of the Test Reactor Area.

This is the Test Reactor area, and

these are some waste water ponds that we'll be

talking about specifically later. This is the

Motor Pool Pond or what used to be the Motor

Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area.

This 1■ the Chemical. Evaporation
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Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area. Those are

the three topics for tonight's discussion.

Before we get into each topic, though, I wanted

to explain a little bit about what ii the

process, we go through with the agencleet DOE,

EPA and the State of Idaho. What is the process

we go through in coming to a recommendation on

B whether a particular site needs to be cleaned up

or nat. So I'■ going to take a minute and go

10 through that process.

11 First of all, a■ you might know,

12 the MEL was placed on what is known as the

13 national Priorities List. That's a but that Is

14 •atabiiahed under the Superfund Law, and any

13 sit• that is deemed to pose potential threat to

16 human health or the environment is scored and if

17 it gets a high enough score it goos onto this

IS list. Rather than go through that scoring

19 process, I'll just tell you INST.. made it on the

20 list.

21 Once a sit• is on the Rational

22 Priorities List, it needs to be investigated to

23 find out if that potential threat is real, what

24 is out there, and does it need to be cleaned up.

25 So what is done a remedial investigation is

10

1 conducted. And the remedial investigation

2 answers • couple basic questions.

3 First of all, we want to find out

4 what is there. What kind of contaminants are

5 there? What concentrations7 Nov far spread la

6 it7 Once we find that out, w• need to calculate

7 what risk■ these• contaminants pose.

B Once we have gone through that, we

have made the calculations, cone to • consensus

10 on what should be done or what we think should

11 be done, thin three agencies, coma to the public

12 with a proposal or a recommendation, ■nd that is

13 what is known as the Decision Waking Process,

14 and that's where we're at tonight on them• three

IS projects.

16 This Remedial Investigation has been

17 done. And now we are coming to the public with

111 our recommendation and want your input on it if

19 you agree with us, if there are other things

20 that you think should have bean considered that

21 weren't, or just in general, find out what your

22 concerns are.

23 Once we have received your

24 comments, then we will respond to each comment

25 in a Responsiveness Summary that will .11 be

11
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documented in a document called the Record of

Decision, and that Record of Decision is the

3 final document that establishes what will be

4 done at that sit..

5 So let a. go into that in a little,

6 ■ore detail now. Again, the Remedial

7 Investigation &natters a couple of questioner

6 what is the contamination out there? How far

9 spread is it? Than what kind of risk does that

10 pose to the human health and the environment?

11 Now, how do we decide if there is

12 a risk paned? Once, we lookod at the site and

13 collactod sample■ and got information on what

14 contaminant■ are that., what concentration they

15 sr* at and how far spread they are, than there

16 ere calculations done on risk. And there are

17 two part■ of that. first, we look if that• ars

IS contaminants at the site that aria cancer-causing

19 contaminants, carcinogens.

20 Mare is a federal regulation under

21 the Superfund Law known as the Rational

22 Contingency Plan, and that regulation is in the

23 Code of federal Regulations and it establishes

24 for cancer-causing contaminants, it establishes

2$ a rang• of what is acceptable, what risk is

17

1

2

acceptable, and it establishes a rang. between

one in 10,000 and one in 1,000,000 incidence or

3 potential incidence of excess' Cancer. Okay.

4 So the national  gam is probably

S up in here som•whare. So this regulation

6 eittabIlehee that if this contamination at this

7 time is not going to reach someone ■nd c■use ■

potential risk in this range or below, it's not

9 a problem. If it's above that, then it is a

10 problem and than cleanup needs to be considered.

11 Wow, that's for the carcinogens or the cancer

12 causing contaminants.

13 For the other contaminants, things

14 that are not cancer-causing but still have

15 health effector, for maple, thay may do

16 liver damage, kidney damage, cause rashes,

17 cause heart conditions or things like, maybe,

14 non-carcinogenic, things like that that you all

19 know have an affect, those are considered.

20 What is done in that. Case 1■ there

21 is what is called a Rexard Index established.

22 Saalcally what that is is there are studies done

23 on each contaminant and studies done to find out

24 how much of that Contaainant it takes to cause

25 an adman'. effect. One. it is datorminod whet

13
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concentration of that contaminant causes a bad

affect, or any effect, then the concentration at

3 the sit• is compared to that concentration to

4 se. If it's a bad enough concontration to cat's*

5 a problem. DOSS that make ■ante?

6 So essentially if we are above this

7 then we limed to sea if there is a potential

8 advars* effect. If we're below that, then there

la sanely no advorse effect.

I0 So thou. are the two things that we

11 compared to *rico the risk i■ calculated, as

12 compared to these two rangier, to find out if

13 cleanup Is necassary. Okay. That'■ the process

14 we go through.

15 Now, how do those three *item fit

16 Into the picture at IMS1.7 Under the Superfund

17 Law there was an agreement established between

le DOE, EPA and the State of Idaho on how we would

19 approach those. Investigations and cleanup.

20 Since, MEL is such ■ large facility, we couldn't

21 go out and look at everything at one., so the

22 nal was dividid into what is known as Waste

23 Area Groups.

24 If you're familiar at all with

25 IMIL, you know that there are different

14

1

2

facliltios, I think it's 890 square miles, ■o

the Waste Area Groups essentially correspond

3 with those facilities with the exception of

4 Waste Aro& Group 10, which I■ the all

5 ancompaaaing Waste Area Group that fills In all

6 the gape, and also that Walt* Ara& Group [primes

7 on the Snake River Plain Aquifer in its entirety

a from an !MEL perspective.

So the three sits. that we're going

10 to be talking about tonight occur at Mast& Area

11 Groups 2, 4 and 5. Again, those are the That

12 Reactor Area, the Central Iacilltle■ Area and

13 the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

14 Wow, those Waste Ara' Group■ are

15 'ill not small, th.ra is a lot to look ■t in

16 each one of those. so the Waste Area Groups are

17 oven further divided into what Is known as

IS operable units. This gives you an idea of how

19 these fit into the whole scheme of things. Thu

20 Perched Water Systole is Operable Unit 2-12, the

21 Motor Pool Pond is 4-11, the Chemical

22 evaporation Pond is 5-10.

23 And what this i■ trying to explain

24 to you Is that each of them• Waite Area Groups

25 will have several investigations, then there

15
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I will be on, inveetigation for each waste Area

2 Group at the and to kind of pull everything in

3 that Waste Area Group together and look at it as

4 a whole. Once that hag been don., than there

5 will be a final Waste Area Group 10

6 investigation and look at the whole Mi. and

7 we'll put together the whole picture from the

0 smaller pieces. Sc what we're looking at

9 tonight is three of the smaller pieces.

10 That goes through the process.

11 Bator* we go into talking about the Test Reactor

12 Area and this Perched Water, are there any

13 questions on gamic-ally how we're going to

14 approach this?

15 Wow, with that background, when w•

16 talk ■bout each of thee. operable unite or

17 Sites, wa'll kind of follow that format. So

18 first of all, I'm going to explain what this

19 operable unit is all about, the Parched Water at

20 the Test Reactor Aram. The specific focus of

21 thin Investigation is to evaluate what i■ the

22 effect of this parched groundwater, this

23 contaminated parched groundwater, on the Snake

24 River Plain Aquifer.

25 To explain that • little better, I

16

1 need to explain to you what the Parched water

2 it. What happans at the Teat Reactor Area is ■s

3 thaw operations go on at the facility, the

4 wastewater from the facility is discharged to a

5 ',rise of ponds. This pond right her, in

6 particular, the Warm Waste Pond, ha• had

7 considerabla amount of contaaination go into it.

I That wastewater go*s into the ponds and it

9 percolate• into the subsurfaco. As it

10 percolates -- here is • pietas,' of a pond or a

11 schematic of a pond -- as the water gore into

12 the pond and it percolates downward through the

13 layers of lee* or basalt., It onvonntara layers

14 of lea. permeable medimants, and there are two

15 layer■ in particular that when the water gets

16 dawn thara it's slowed down, and al it is ■lowed

17 down at thou. spots it causes it to mound up.

IS So beneath each pond that. 1• a •mail parched

19 layer that forms, then at about ■ 1.50 foot depth

20 there is a larger parched water body that forme.

21 As you can sea, that's about 330 feet above the

22 top of the Snake River Plain Aquifer, which is

23 down here.

24 This in a picture or schematic of

25 the larger perched water body, this is the

17
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approximate outline of that. These black dots

show the different wells that have been drilled

at the Test Reactor Area. These Are the

outlying ponds. These are the walls, eaverel of

them to the aquifer, moms of then draw water

fro■ the Perched Water body, but samples are

collected from these wells and that's how we

find out what contamination is there and whet is

out there, what concentrations.

Now, let se quickly hold this up.

This is a core from a well that was drilled out

there, and that's what it looks like in the

subsurface. This is e basalt. This is also

when you drill down in the Snake River Plain

Aquifer that's what it look■ like, that's what

the rock looks like.

Now, like I said, there are

interbeds in there ■nd every so often there will

be a layer of just regular soil or sand, and

that'■ what those interbede are that csu■e the

perching. But essentially the aquifer looks

like that.

Now, if you look at that, you will

se, that water won't flow through that very

well, but what happens is this basalt is also

10

I fractured so the water is sitting in tAar•

2 fractures, so it's not like there is a big pool

3 of water or big tank of water down there. It'■

4 just the water filling in the void spaces in

S rocks and amdiaents.

4 Now, what I've done, I hope, is

7 answered the questions What i■ out there/ Now

B do we find out what is out there/

9 Now, I'■ going to turn the time

10 over to Joe Gordon. He's the person that did

11 most of the risk assessment for the Perched

12 Water System, and I'm going to let him tell

13 about that.

14 NR. GORDON, Thank you, Nolan.

IS Thi■ flow chart is meant to be sort of a

16 pictorial representation of what the risk

17   process is. The first step i■ to

14 evaluate the data that was collected out at the

19 site, to evaluate whet are the contaminant■ of

20 concern out at the ■its. Then you use that data

21 ■nd follow essentially two parallel path■, the

22 toxicity  d the exposure aaaaaaaa nt.

23 In the toxicity assessment you

24 evaluate what are the relative toxicities of

23 each of the contaminants of concern !roe both a

19



Z6
61

 Z
UC
I:
91
 

D
0
a
 n
~I

d.
 

1

2

carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic standpoint.

Then over in the exposure assessment, we've done

3 • pathway *valuation where we've looked at how

4 contaminants and water flow through the Parched

5 Mater System and into the Snake River Plain

6 Aquifer, and than how people or ecological

7 receptors ■fight be exposed out at the site.

S Then those two paths coo* back

9 together in the risk characterization where the

10 exposure and toxic effects are combined.

11 So the first thing there was the

12 data evaluation to come up with the contaminants

13 of concern,. The contaminants of concern were

14 arrived at by taking a look at what are the

15 contaminants out at the site, which would

16 contribute to greater than one percent of the

17 risk at the site. Sa that way we can focus the

IS risk ssssss sent. And the ones that are

19 highlighted there are the ones that turned out

20 to dominate the risk at the site. Those are

21 chromium, cobalt and tritium.

22 The exposure to ■ resident out at

23 the site was evaluated by developing a

24 hypothetical scenario where someone goes out

25 there after TPA operations -- after the Teat

20

1

2

3

Reactor Area operations are completed, which is

anticipated for 25 more years, and at the end of

the institutional control period someone would

4 actually go out there, install a well down to

S the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly below the

6 Perched water System and drink all of his rater,

7 irrigate his crops, feed hi■ animals and he

S would eat all of his -- essentially all of hie

9 diet would be derived from the site.

10 Then we also evaluated ecological

11 receptors. Vegetation wee evaluated by looking

12 at uptake of contaminants through irrigation.

13 Herbivores were evaluated by looking at their

14 intake of that vegetation, which i■ taken in the

15 groundwater as well as direct ingestion of

16 groundwater and soil contact. Then carnivores

17 were also evaluated by looking at all these sus

IS pathways with the addition of consumption of the

19 animas at the site.

20 Row, in order to do that we

21 constructed a groundwater model whose purpose

22 was to predict concentrations of contaminant* in

23 the Snake Oliver Plain Aquifer directly below the

24 Perched Water Syatela. What we did was we put in

25 e hypothetical well right ■t the site, right

21



Z6
61
 C
O:
 
E1
91
 E
 D
oC
I 
nu
b 

1

2

3

below here, and evaluated !ha flow of both water

and contaminant■ down hare and into the Snake

River Plain Aquifer, and the wall was screened

4 for only 12 feet, so wo ars only taking tha vary

5 top of the Snake River Plain Aquifer and

6 evaluating the impacts from that welt.

7 Normally you would screen a wall for 50 to 100

S fast for domestic see. SO that wss • very

conservative assumption. It overestimate■ the

10 health risk.

11 Tha bottom lino here is under the

12 125 year scenario, the risk at the site to a

13 hypothetical resident were one In 179 million.

14 Then as part of EPA's review of the risk

15  =ants they went back and calculated at

16 what point could gammas actually go out there

17 and live at the TRA and consume **tor from that

18 wall and still be within the accoptable rang. of

19 risk, end that was calculatad to be tan years.

20 Similarly for nonradioactive toxic

21 offsets, the risks for both of those ties

22 period■ war, found to be within the acceptable

23 rang*.

24 So if there aren't sny question■

25 about the risk  sent range, I'll turn it

22

1

2

3

back over to Nolan hots.

MR. JemseNi Just to kind of

summarize this again. This last elide on the

4 risk assessment was just that currently there i■

5 no one out there using perched water. so

6 currently there Is no risk because no one has

7 colas into contact with it. Then again, like Joe

said, in ten years it would bs safe. So we're

9 fairly comfortable that no one is going to ha

10 out there within the next ten rears, ■o there

11 should ha no problem,.

12 That's what our recommendation is

13 that based upon that risk ssssss mont, because

14 the calculations ■how that within ten years

15 there is not going to be a nonaccaptabla risk

16 out that., we are proposing that vs do no

17 cleanup on the Perched Watior Breton. Roamer,

18 because this is based upon a nodal, s computer

19 natiol that is predicting concentrations into that

20 future, we think ws need to keep an eye on that

21 to make aura our predictions are correct. So we

22 are proposing that we would monitor that

23 situation and also monitor lose of the basic

24 assumption■ that we used in coming up with this

2$ recoamondotIon.

23
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For example, on. of the things we

looked at wa■ the Ware Wait• Fond, which was one

of the major contaminant source'. That pond is

being taken out of aervice this year. A new

pond is being constructed right now that's

6 lined. So the modal wa■ based upon the fact

7 that that pond goes away. So we'll come back

and review and sake sure all the thing■ we bees

9 that model on and those calculations do really

10 happen.

11 MS. GRWENI Nolan, before we leave

12 that slide, I'■ putting on my DOS hat to

13 interrupt. I think we need to clarify we

14 aaaaa rited that there would be no risk after ten

15 year', but you also need to clarify that there

16 Is no unacceptable risk right now either, and

17 that the ten year lulus i■ for somebody moving

IS onto the site, drilling a well and living there.

19 RR. JEWSIMI Right.

20 This is just to give an idea when I

21 said that we ware going to monitor the

22 situation, this is the kind of thing we would be

23 talking about as far as monitoring. And that is

24 we would pick the contaminant■ that were of

25 concern, at least tritium and chromium we know

24

1

2

are a major concern, so we would monitor far

those contaminants in the water and w• would

3 pick out a number of walla, probably some in the

4 deep perched water, some In the aquifer to sake

S sure that the model calculations are correct.

6 It would also have to discuss how often those

7 samples are collected, whether they are

collected once a year, twice • year or what not.

9 Then also we would have to decide, okay, at what

20 point do we atop sonitoring or if this happens

11 what do we do about It? What happen■ if we find

12 out that our calculations were incorrect?

13 Obviously, we would have to coma back and

14 revisit that decision.

15 So again, just in *smeary, that's

16 what we're proposing. we don't think there is a

17 problem out there now, but we also think we need

111 to keep an eye on it to make cone that what we

19 think is correct.

20 Any questions?

21 AUDIENCR X6XIMR; My name is Joe

22 Men•cheld. I had two questions. One, what if

23 the f  in your model decided that he wanted

24 to put his well in the perched water table

25 instead of the aquifer?

25
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Tha second Question is: What

agencies are involved in the monitoring plans

3 that you're talking about? Is this a tri-agency

4 plan or is it strictly the Btat• of Idaho? How

5 is that being done?

6 KR. 31E/ISEA/ So the first one is

7 about --

6 AUDIENCE KEKBER: The first one is

9 about the Tarsier putting a well into the parched

10 water table.

11 MR. aEREEKI One of the things --

12 the perched water, the only reason it is there

13 is because thee• wastewater ponds are there. If

14 this facility wasn't discharging water, there

15 would be no parched water, and one of LIT* thing■

16 that was calculated in the ■odaling was that ■s

17 soon as the', pond■ go away, perched water also

18 goes away.

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER1 Is that •von

20 considering the occasional wastewater or

21 floodwater that run■ ■round there fro■ time to

22 time?

23 MR. JENSEN/ This isn't within the

24 100 year flood plan, ■o I don't think we would

25 hare to worry about that. However, the only

26
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2

consideration would be rainwater.

AUDIENCE 14EMSERI That'■ the sort

3 of thing I was thinking about.

4 KR. JERSEY/ So whit we're saying

5 is before that hypothetical !armor could stove

6 on, the TRA would have to be shut down end mooed

7 oft. So basically no one could ever get to the

A perched water because it would ba gone by the

9 time we got there.

10 That's why we were concerned.

11 Okay, let's ■ay the perched water is gone, but

12 what if this guy comes out and drills a well

13 right beneath whet, it was, beneath where that

14 contamination is? So what we're trying to do is

15 pick the worst cm that we could. When **moon•

16 would actually go out they and drill a well in

17 the worst spot before dilution could occur and

16 If they drew water from that spot, what would ba

19 the effect?

20 MR. HOVLAND' If you look at page

21 A-10 of the Proposed Plan, on tha right-hand

22 portion of the column, that'■ the periodic

23 review that EPA and the State will be doing to

24 ensure Shot the land status and assumptions that

25 are made right now are consistent.

27
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KS. ORM: That's in response to

your second question.

3 If I could interject in here?

4 MR. HOVLAND' Ss was talking about

5 land use. It was for the first gunstion.

6 KR. JESSENt Do you want the second

7 question antigenic' now or --

8 KS. GREEK, wis're obviously in a

9 question and answer session now. If you want to

10 use the not, cards, writs your question on the

11 note card and Mike or Reuel will bring it up

12 front. !specially if you have a softer voice,

13 if you could use the wireless microphone that

14 Revel has so that the court reporter can

15 document your question. If you could, ask one

26 question at a time to make sure that we get them

17 all answered and don't miss one.

IS So with that, any more questions?

19 KR. JEKSEnt Let as answer your

20 second gustation. The second question was: Who

21 would be involved with that monitoring/ Of

22 course, this whols agreement is conducted by the

23 three agencies, DOE, EPA and the State of

24 Idaho. So we, at least wa thrum, would be

25 involved in that monitoring plan and cowa to a

28

2

2

consensus on what exactly should be monitored.

There is other monitoring that goes

on. 0S08 has a whole system monitoring work

4 that they do out there independently from DOE,

5 and also the. Bata of Idaho has what is known as

6 the ximi. pooroight office in Idaho rails ■nd

7 they do a lot of work out there as will.

8 KR. KOVLANDt The production well.

9 KR. JERSENI That's another good

10 point. The production walls, since that's

11 basically the only water out there, there are

12 some production wells located right here at TRA

13 that draw from the aquifer, and they use those

14 too for both the drinking water at the facility

15 ■nd for ■11 of the industrial operations. And

16 those wells are monitored continually to make

17 sure that water is Clean. So there is a lot of

18 monitoring going on.

19 Sat when we talk about monitoring,

20 we're talking about specifically what monitoring

21 would be done to maks sure that our

22 recommendation is correct.

23 MS. KEIERs After this process, we

24 go into a Record of Decision and it's the final

25 decision for the site. And the components of
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the monitoring plan are going to be summarised

in there and then the three agencies will be

involved in the monitoring plan a■ well.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you.

MS. OREENt Any more questions?

AUDIENCE NEXSER1 I have something

to say. It's not ■ question.

If all of your modeling proved to

be inaccurate, than you gentlemen will be

sitting here asking the sue questions that

we're going to be asking in the future. So

that's what you have to look forward to, so your

models had better be correct. But this Perched

Water Aquifer that you have there, is that

Perched water Aquifer created by all of the

evaporating pond■ Co therefor. if you eliminate

the evaporating ponds, you eliminate the

aquifer, ■o there should be basically no problem

with any farmer going in there putting a well

Into an area that has no water?

MR. JENSENt light. But what we're

saying --

MS. GREEN: I just vented to ■ay,

he would have to go deeper than the 130 feet, or

whatever, you have to go into the Snake River

30

1 Plain Aquifer.

2 AUDIENCE MENDER! But it wouldn't

3 be in the perched, that's whet l's getting at.

4 MN. JENSEN: Maybe just on the

S model, one point of clarification, there la a

6 lot of information out there. USOS ha■ bean

7 collecting information for about 40 years, so

B when Peter Binton -- this guy right over here --

9 he was the one that did the modeling work, he

10 had ■ wealth of information to develop that

11 model and check it to make sure that it

12 represented the system that was out there. So

13 before he even started using the predicted

14 capabilities of the model, he made sure it fit

15 what has happened in the past and we know what

16 ha■ happened. So we're fairly comfortable that

17 it's giving us the right Ammer.

le AUDIENCE NEKBERs On your risk

19 assessment, how many years i■ this risk

20  ment taking place at MEL to determine the

21 risk that 1■ being brought about out there in

22 that area?

23 MR. OORDORt Risk   ha■

24 been going on for a number of years, but the

23 specific Superfund risk assessment that's being
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1 done here has only been conducted since 1989

2 when they signed this Federal Facilities

3 Agreement.

4 XR. I:MT-ARM 19- what?

5 MR. GORDON' '89, that'. when the

6 agreement was signed last year. Rut this

7 particular risk as ssssss nt, this study was

A started a little over a year ago. So theme

9 calculation■ have been dorm about the last year.

10 X5.. GREEN; If I could put ay DOE

11 hat back on to clarify just so you understand

12 that the risk assessment we're talking about

13 here 18 for this ■pacific project. ...re not

14 talking about -- you've probably hoard of Dose

15 Reconetruction Projects, that's not what we're

16 talking about, that'■ a separate project that's

17 ongoing that the State of Idaho is involved in.

16 Any other questions on the Perched

19 Water Project before we start into the formal

20 comment Ballston on this project? There is a

21 pretty thick report back there with a lot of

22 information, and this is your chance to grill

23 the technical people up here.

24 SMITH; Lisa, if we could ask

25 also, if there is not necessarily • question, if

32

I that.e la something else that ?mods to be

2 explained or if you would like to go back to a

3 previous Endo and review something before the

4 comment session, we could certainly do that

S also.

X8. GREEN' Anything on this

7 project is open for discussion her., so if you

didn't understand anything, if it wasn't clear,

we have people here to answer your questions.

10 Going once, going twice. With

li that, I guess we'll start into the formal

12 comment session here. This portion of the

13 meeting is designed for you to provide your

14 formal oral testimony to DOE, EPA and the State

15 regarding the Perched Water Proposed Plan.

16 If any of you have brought prepared

17 statement• that you would Ilk.' to have

16 incorporated into the record, you can do that

19 several ways. You can either read it Over the

20 microphone or you can provide a copy of the

21 statement to Reusi Smith, who will then have

22 that entered into the record.

23 ?hers is also a tape recorder in

24 the back of the room. If you don't want to give

25 your testimony in front of en audience and wish

33
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1 to do so privately, we have that setup arranged,

2 or if you either chaos. not to provide oral

3 comments or want to add to the oral comments

4 that you give, written comments receive equal

5 consideration as the oral comments, and we have

6 some comment forms here and the address to send

7 the■ is printed on the back of the agenda, I

0 believe, and also on the back of the comment

9 fora.

10 Do we have anybody signed up for

11 formal comments? i■ there anybody else in

12 addition to the person who signed up to comment

13 who has changed their mind and decided that they

14 would like to provide oral comments also?

15 AUDIENCE NEMAER: I signed up.

16 MS. GREER! Anybody else? Me

17 usually limit five minutes In order to ensure

19 fairness, but ■ay what you need to say and take

19 as long as you wish to.

20 nefore you do that, I would like to

21 explain what happens to your comments after you

22 have cad. thee. After the comment period has

23 ended, DOE will prepare a summarisation of the

24 transcript of oral and written comments, then

29 the three agencies get together and evaluate all

34
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1 the comment' and prepare responses to those

2 relevant to the topics in a document. That is

3 called a Responsiveness Summary, and that

4 becomes part of the Record of Decision, the

S final Record of Decision for the Remedial Action

6 fox the project.

7 Everybody who has signed the

S ettandance register at the back of the table and

9 everybody who provides written comments on the

10 project will receive their own copy of the

11 Responsiveness Summary in the ■ail.

12 Again, we have • court reporter to

13 transcribe the meeting. Before you start your

14 comment, please state your name and spell it for

15 her, and that'■ the end of the instruction. So

16 if you'd like to provide your oral comment,

17 please step up to the 'microphone. Anybody who

14 change. their mind after this gentleman gives

10 his comment i■ welcome to provide a comment.

20 AUDIENCE MEMBER' Good evening,

21 ladies and gentlemen. I'm Michael Ushmen,

23 U-s-h-m-a-n, from Emmett, Idaho. And I have

23 been following this for almost two years. As a

24 matter of fact, I agree that the No Action is

25 the best way to go on this, except that I have
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1 some problemo with the mitigation that comer

2 about through the No Action such as your new

3 facilities that you're installing the lined

4 evaporating now pond to eliminate some of the

5 problems that you had in Lh• Perched Water

4 Aquifer.

7 I don't really believe that the

0 evaporated ponds are the answer to the Warm

9 Water Waato pond due to the krypton-85 and

10 tritium that is present ther• that doom cause

11 air pollution. I think there i■ on• thing that

12 has never been mentioned is the krypton-85 which

13 is present in your 'endue' repository at !NEL

14 that you're going to dismantle.

15 There is no mention of what is

14 going to happen with the precipitants in that

17 unit when it is either Wiled with concrete or

18 removed, which has a lot of radioactive

19 particles in it.

20 I have don• some studying on that,

21 and I believer that it is proper to do something

22 underground at the lite due to the enormoua cost

23 involved in moving that r•poaitory, which

24 amounts to $9 billion. 8o I think there need•

25 to be a little research there conducted on that

36
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1

2

3

facility.

On your Cold Water waste pond,

theta is what is known as an ultrasound water or

4 Reclamation Program. that has Doan isplemented at

5 China Lake Naval Weapons Center in Ridgecrest,

California, ■nd all of this water can be

7

9

recirculated,  d very feasibly by just

dinning it up. So therefore you can recycle,

It.

10 On your Warm Water waste Pond or

11 your ware water from that residual repository, I

12 don't understand why this water cannot be put

13 into an enclosed binary *rites and re/cycled

14 continuously on an on-surface containa•nt area

15 where the precipitants can be removed

16 periodically and that way we can eliminate any

17 possibilities of any air pollution froa the

Ii trltiu■ or the krypton-85.

19 NR. ROWLAND: I eight want a

20 clarification. Are you ■till talking about the

21 Cold Waste Pond or the Warm Pond?

22 AUDIENCE manssni I'■ running the

23 two together there. Tha warm Is with the

24 krypton and the tritium, while the cold Is just

25 the nonradioactive wastewater along with thin?
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sanitary waste pond. All of this water can be

actually reused. I think it will be necessary

in the future to do this.

We talked a little bit -- it's not

on here -- but the Motor Pool Area, which I was

talking about this evening over hare. I'm

usually not in favor of cleaning up a site,

which was the evaporating pond there, through

incineration, but in this cams I believe that it

would be feasible under ■ controlled condition

to incinerate the ■oil■ in that area, but it

would have to be a controlled heat burner to

bring it down to 99.999, and then the residues

mixed with cement and then disposed of. But if

you want to contact someona on this ultrasound

water reclamation area you can contact a

Dr. Dale Sennett of China Lake Maval Weapons,

aidgechost, California 935S5. This is a brand

new process.

That's all.

MS. Cutegal gator* you Soave the

■icrophone, I want to make sure that we,

understand the second part of your comment was

regarding the CPA Motor Pool Pond?

AUDIMMCI MEMBER• les, because, that

38
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1 was included originally in the Cold Water Waste,

2 Pond -- I mean not the chealcal but the Sanitary

3 Waste Pond. That's whirs the washing down of

4 all of the trucks and everything went into that

5 particular area. Am I correct?

6 MS. Dagger I think we have a

7 little confusion hare between sites. The first

It thing I want to say if that the CPA Motor Pool

9 Pond we ■rs having • separate comment session

10 later in probably a half an hour or so after we

11 go through those presentation•. If you would

12 like u■ to put the comment that you just wad. on

13 the CPA Motor Pool Pond in the record at that

14 area so you don't have to provide it again,

15 we'll do that. I think we probably -- at the

16 break here, as soon as we're dome giving

17 comments, I think there gentlemen can clarify

16 the location and relationship of theme ponds

19 that you're describing.

20 AUDIENCE MEMBERt obey.

21 Mg. OggEgt I■ your comment

22 complete then?

23 AUDIENCE MEMBERt Yes.

24 MS. GRIM Thank you. I• there

25 anybody also who wishes to provide oral constants

39
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for the record this evening on the Perched Water

Systea7 Okay.

With that, we'll take a brief 15

minute break before we begin presentations on

CFA and ARA Ponds.

(A reees■ was taken.)

MB. OREEMt So let's sow. on to the

0 second segment of tonight's meeting. From here

9 on out we'll be talking about the Motor Pool

10 Pond at Central Facilities Area and Chemical

11 Evaporation Pond at the AAA.

12 As I mentioned before, we combined

13 the■ because they ■re similar. They are similar

14 in  1 ways butane, they are both relatively

15 small waste sites and they are both focused on

16 pond sediments, sediments of ponds that ars no

17 longer in use anymore.

16 We used a similar approach to

19 characterise and evaluate risk end we've ended

20 up with the same recommendation for both of

21 them, ■o that's why vie kind of combined them

22 together for presentation purposes.

23 At this point I would like to

24 reintroduce the prospective project 'tanagers on

25 these eites for EPA and the State of Idaho.

40
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Dave Frederick on sy right is the project

manager for the Motor Pool Pond end To■ Stoops

on Dave'■ right is the project manager for the

Chemical Evaporation Pond. Linda Mayer will be

representing EPA for both of these projects.

With that, I would also -- in

order to keep everybody on their toes we're

going to change the way we approach the second

half of the meeting ■nd that we'll give a

presentation on the Motor Fool Pond ■nd provide

an opportunity for any specific questions of

clarification, then go directly to the Chemical

Evaporation Pond presentation. Then we'll open

it up for question and answer, general questions

and enamors on both of those project■ before we

go into the public oral comment portion of the

meeting for both of [home plans.

With that, I'll turn the floor back

over to Nolan Jensen, who is also the project

manager for the Motor Pool ?and Project.

MR. MISER' The second project

that we're going to talk about tonight i■ the

Motor Pool Pond. And the thing I would like to

point out on this one is what we're focusing on

in this project is just the sediments in the
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pond and what potential risks those, sediments in

that pond could have to the human health and the,

environment. So we're focusing on the sediments

in the pond.

This is ■ photograph of the Motor

pool Pond or what Iliad to he the Motor Pool Pond

right here. And just for your information,

again, they stopped using Cho pond in 1995 ■o

it's dry now. As you can ■se, this little sign

right there, this indicate." -- if you're

interested -- is that at all of the site's at

!NEL that ars going to be evaluated undar this

■graesent, we put signs out there on all those

sites, so this is one of than and it has it■

sign.

Mow, what happens -- this i■ the

service. station at the CPA or the. Central

1P/toil:Ales Area. As you can sse, it's a little

bigger than your normal service station, but

essentially it's just a place whore 'Choy take,

the fleet buae■ and equipment out there and take,

them in for maintenance. So that's the service

station.

Thu nest picture show■ the bays

Inside the service station whore they would do

42

1

a

3

degreasing or greasing and lubrication and that

type of thing. As like the. gross* and oil and

things could fall off of trio equipment from the

4 vehicles, It would go down into this grate and

S Into a snap. On the outside of the building

6 there i■ • wash area whore they would wash

7 vehicles ■nd bus*. and equipment, and the wash

water would go down into this grate, and again,

into a sump.

10 Again, this next photograph

13. shows -- by the way, right back here is whore

12 that building is -- and the wastewater would go

13 into those sumps and into a pipe, the pip. would

14 run out to the, asst hero and It flows out into

15 this ditch right behind Sill who i■ standing

16 hors, and it would flow toward us in this ditch

17 and then into the Motor Pool Pond. Again, 1

18 think on this photograph the ditch it off to the

19 left. So that'■ the Motor Pool Pond.

20 What was done to evaluate this to

21 find out what was there is several samples, 51

22 to be exact, were collected of the sediaent■ in

23 the pond. Thal' war. collected at various depths -

24 from 0 to 15 feet and analysed for a variety of

25 constituents to detersina what was out there,
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This next slide shows the key

contaminants that were found out there. The

ones that are in the highlighted areas are the

ones that had the greatest risk and were soot

important in the risk assess sent.

Thi■ next slide shows what was

'valuated a■ far as how those contaminants could

get to a person. What was done at this pond is

we looked at -- since right now, again, no one

can get Out there and live right now; however,

there are about 1,200 employee■ at the Central

Facilities Area. 90 for the

we looked at the affect that

could have on workers. What

current situation

those contaminants

was looked at wa■

what would be the effect of inhalation of those

sediments, contact with the skin, ingestion of

that soil and exposure to any radiation.

So those are the things that we

looked at, potential waste to the environment by

those sediments. Thome Sane pathways were

looked at both for the occupational and then for

someone who would live there in the future.

Again, we looked at a resident who would live

there.

An occupational scenario case for

14

1

2

the carcinogenic risk, the cancer causing

contaltinents risk, it showed that about one in 4

3 million wee the range that the calculation

4 showed. So again, that 1■ within -- well,

5 before we get to that, let's go to the neat

6 slide.

7 wow, It's about one An a million

8 for the carcinogenic and for the non-carcinogenic,

9 for the toxic effects. For someone who would go

10 out and live right next to that pond it Is about

11 two in 100,000.

12 Wow, let's compare that to those

13 risk ranges that are established by 8,A. For

14 the carcinogenic risk, you can sea for both the

15 30 year scenario and the 100 year scenario that

16 for aosoons who would live out there it's within

17 the acceptable range established in the federal

18 regulations. And for the non-carcinogenic risk,

19 again, comparing the concentration of

20 contaminants that someone Could be exposed to,

21 compering that with what is known to have an

22 effect, an adverse effect, we're below that

23 level, so about 70 percent of that level. So

24 again, the calculation ■hove that we're below

25 that acceptable range.
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1 So *gain in the case of the Motor

2 pool Pond the agencies are recommending that No

3 Action be taken because the risks therm are

4 acceptable.

S Any questions on just that part?

MS. GREEN1 At this time if you

7 have any questions to Clarify anything Nolan has

presented in his presentation, please take this

9 opportunity while We ■till fresh In your mind

10 and you'll have another chance to ask general

1I questions about this project after the Second

12 presentation, but anything that you'd like to

13 ask right now, please feel free to ask Nolan.

14 Thank you, Nolan. With that, we'll

15 move on to another very brief presentation on

16 the Chemical Evaporation Pond. I would like to

17 introduce Randy Remelt. Randy is the, project

16 manager for the cheeical Evaporation Pond. He

19 works for 5060 1,14010.

20 MR. BARGELTt I'll be talking about

21 Operable Unit 5-10, which is the Chemical

22 Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

23 It is contained within the Nast. Area Group 5

24 as you saw Nolan present earlier.

25 This investigation also i■ limited

44

1 to the sediment■ that are existing in the pond.

2 This is the photograph of the Auxiliary Reactor

3 Area No. 1. And there ■re four facilities In

4 the Auxiliary Reactor Area. This is on. of

5 those facilities. This right here is the

6 Chemical Evaporation Pond. A■ Can you see, it

7 is wet, and this photo was taken when it was in

operation. It was fed through a discharge pipe

from this building right here through the pipe

10 here, and you can Sae the green vegetation

11 showing it was receiving discharged water.

12 This is a schematic of the saes

13 area. In Building 627 -- wally during the time

14 this was in operation, this pond was in

15 operation from 1971 until 1868, and Building 627

16 housad ■ print ■hop, materials tasting lab and t

17 radiological lab during that time. This pond

10 received soma of those mantas. Shia star right

19 here was an area of highest concentration in the

20 conttelnants that were found during our

21 sampling.

22 This area here again, if you

23 recall in the previous slide, thin 14 where the

24 green area was. The vegetation has since died

25 off mince 1968 beCiellee, it hasn't received any
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water.

Right here is the end of that

discharge pipe and this is the area of highest

4 contamination within another larger area of

5 contamination which i■ about 100 *guars feet,

6 which sncomp his area right here.

7 This is another photograph looking

a north to Building 627 here, and here are those

9 plants here end the discharge pipe was right

10 there.

11 Very similar to the previous

12 presentation that Bolan gave on the pond, we did

13 sampling of the sediments in 1990. We took

14 about 160 samples fro■ the entire pond -- could

15 I se. that first photo of the pond -- the

16 sample. were taken from, this entire are■ here at

17 40 different locations. They weren't just

IS confined to this Are& here in the 100 square

19 feet. So we did sample the entire pond.

10 Those samples were taken fro■ the

21 surface to approximately four feet in depth.

22 The reason we stopped at four feet Is that's

23 where the top of the basalt vas. So we sampled

24 the entire column of sediments. Also out there

25 the sediment' average about two feet in depth

46
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across the entire pond. Sy doing this we did

determine what we feel was the nature and extent

of the contamination.

Another similar site you've seen

before basically on the risk assessment

screening process, these ■re the contaminant■ of

concern that were evaluated in the risk

 , and the shaded contaminants here are

the ones of most concern that we saw from the

risk  t.

We evaluated the mane pathways end

12 the same ways of exposure as the Motor Pool Pond

13 from inhalation of any dust that would coee off

14 of the pond here, direct exposure to ionized

15 radiation, ingestion of soil or ■kin contact of

16 the soil or contaminants.

17 Since ARA is a facility that is not

IS being used at this time, there is a lot less

19 workers that are exposed on a daily basil now.

20 So this facility will eventually be torn down.

21 It also has restricted access. So under the

22 current occupational risk scenario, the risk is

23 two excess cancer case■ in ten million.

24 For a future resident, if you set

25 op a resident right next to the Chemical
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Evaporation Pond in 100 years, and notice the

ARA facility is now gone, the future risk at

that point In time would be one excess cancer

case in one million.

Both of these risks are well

6 within the acceptable range of risk eatablished

7

e

by EPA. It wee one in one million in 100 years,

and evaluated et 30 yearn there was two excess

9 cancer cases in one million.

10 The hazard index we don't

11 expect to see any ■dverse effects from the

12 non-carcinogenic contaminants, It's relatively

13 low here.

14 We recommend on this one that

15 there should be Do Action since it doe■ not pose

16 an unacceptable risk to human health and the

17 environment.

IS MS. ORZER3 to we have any

19 questions of clarification on this specific

20 presentation before we open It up for general

21 questions end answer■ about both the Chemical

22 Evaporation Pond and the Motor Pool Pond?

23 I guess we'll open it up for any

24 general questions about either one of theme two

25 project.. Again, the remedial investigation

50
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report■ that document all of the work behind

these proposals, they are pretty big documents,

and you have en opportunity her, to ask

questions to the technical folks, questions

about both the projects. SO pleas., I encourage

you to take this opportunity.

Does anybody have. any questions on

either the Chemical Evaporation Pond or the

Motor Pool Pond?

II we don't have any questions, I

goes, we'll begin the part of the meeting where

we receive the forma oral testimony on both of

these projects. Again, the DOE, CPA and the

diet• will listen to your COmeente during this

time frees. The Court reporter will record

them, but generally we will net

except if we need clarification

able to understand and evaluate

respond to thee

on them to be

them and respond

to them. They will be responded to in separate

Responsiveness Summarise for each of the topics.

Again, I just ask that you state

your name and spell your name and identify which

project you're commenting on at the start of

your comments.

is there anybody who wishes to make

31
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oral coomenta on either one of these two

projects tonight?

AUDIENCE MEMBER, Mike Ushman,

U-s-h-m-a-n, from Emmett. I may be a little out

of line here, but on the Motor Pool Pond and the

other pond there, my basic concern■ ■re not with

thou two ponds but with the now ponds being

built. Are we going to discus■ the new ponds In

this segment?

MS. GREEN: There are no new ponds

being built to replace these.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're going to

build new evaporating ponds?

MS. GREEN: No, theme ponds are no

longer being used. The Chemical Evaporation

TOWS is no longer being used. Thar. is nobody

using the facilities that discharge to that pond

anymore, and they will not be using thee. That

area I■ alerted to be decommitsioned and

decontaminated so there is no need for a

replacement pond there. At Central, the Motor

Pool Pond. I believe -- and Nolan or Sill

correct me if I'm wrong, that discharge 14 now

collected in an Oil/water separator.

MR. PIGOTT: It goes into an

52
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2

3

oil/water maparator, that was done in 1985.

Now, the oil is collected and disposed of to

meet the current regulations and the liquid goes

4 to the sewage treatment plant. So it's been

S discontinued since '115.

6 AUDIENCE MEMBER: The pamphlet I

7 got kind of throw, me off, because when it's

referring to cleaning up those a/rime, it's also

9 referring in the plan for new lined evaporating

10 ponds to take their places.

11 MS. DREENt That's at the Test

12 Reactor Area.

11 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right.

14 MS. GREEN; So you don't have a

15 comment, then, on the Motor Pool Pond or the

16 Chemical Evaporation Pond?

17 AUDIENCE MENDER: The Kotor Pool

10 Pond as he was explaining it, he was saying that

19 they washed the trucks and equipment and the

20 grease and things of this nature., but during

21 your pest washing of your vehicles you have

22 taken in that area contaminate4 merchandise to

23 wash the radionuclides from it. Will this

24 practice continue in the new washing area?

25 MR. JENSEN: I'll refer to Sill,

51
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again.

MR. PIGOTT! What they normally do

on construction aguipmant is they decontasinste

the equipment in an area whore they are working,

you gat it down to as low 'avail as they can

possibly get it with the inatruments that they

aaaaa r* with. But as you know, in any kind of

construction equipment there is little cracks

and crevices up thorn that ■ay contain some dirt

that may contain some radioactive material and

11 there is still the possibility of not getting it

13 all, although thirds it would be extremely low

13 larval.

14 AUDIENCE XEMBER: I think this

15 should bs brought up in your narration on this

16 that it has been practiced in the past of

17 decontaminating radioactive notarial, and

IS equipment in that area through washing, which

19 are collected in your collecting ba■ins ■nd

20 thing■ of this nature, which would be in your

21 oil scrubbers and things like this.

22 kS. GREEN( With that, if there is

23 no other oral commante on either of these plans,

24 I would like to just remind you that the comment

25 period is open until August 5th, 1992. Please

54

1

2

3

4
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et

reel frae to ■ebait any additional written

comment■ prior to that tine.

/ would like to thank you all

your participation here tonight. W. look

forward to your involvement in future

activities. With that, thank you and good

night.

for

9 (The hearing concluded at 6:20 p.m.)
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THURSDAY, JULY 23, 1992 '

NS. GREEN: I'd like, to welcome everyone

to tonight's meeting. Ny name is Lisa Green.

4 Tonight I'll be serving in a dual role. Primarily,

5 I'll be acting as a moderator. And as a moderator,

6 I'll be helping to move us through the agenda in a

7 timely manner, but also to ensure that everybody

8 who would like to participate has an opportunity to

9 do ■o.

10 The other roll that I'll play off and on

11 tonight is the remedial project manager for

12 DOE-Idaho. And I'll be In that role to help answer

13 any of your questions on these projects along with

14 the other technical people we have with us tonight.

15 We have two major goals here tonight.

16 And the first goal is to gather public comment on

17 the three proposed plane that are out for public

18 comment at this time. We're at a stage in the

19 project where DOE and EPA and the State have

20 reached a consensus on the technical recommendation

21 for these projects. And now, we're bringing them

22 out to the public to get your comments, your input

23 on the technical recommendations. And we will use

24 that in determining what the final decision for

25 each of the projects will be.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

1 The second major goal for tonight is to

2 give you an opportunity to ask us any questions

3 that you might have based on reading the proposed

4 plans or any of the other information on these

5 projects.

6 Let's take a moment to look at the agenda

7 that you may have picked op when you entered the

A room tonight. A■ you can see, we have three

9 projects that we'll discuss tonight. The first

10 topic on the agenda is the proposed plan for

11 perched water et the test reactor system -- Teat

12 Reactor Area.

13 Following the presentation, we'll have an

14 opportunity for you to ask us questions and get

15 answers from the technical people on that project.

16 And then after ail -- after all the questions have

17 been answered, we will take time to receive your

18 formal verbal comment■ for the record on this

19 project.

20 Then atter a short break, we'll move into

21 the second half of the meeting where there will be

22 a presentation on each of the proposed plane for

23 the Rotor Pool Pond and the Central Pa:intl.' Area

24 end the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the auxiliary

25 reactor area.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(BOO) 247-2748 - LEW/STON, ID $3501
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1 Wow, these two project■ are very similar;

2 and in response to public comment previously that

3 recommended that we put topics together in one

4 meeting where they are similar, we have grouped

5 these two.

6 At this time, I'd like to Introduce

7 several individuals in the audience. The first is

8 Reuel Smith. Reuel is at the back of the room. He

works as the community relations plan coordinator

10 for the INEL.

11 This is probably also a good time to

12 mention that the public comment period on DOE's

13 community relations plan has been extended to

14 September 1, 1992. And if you're not familiar,

15 this plan is -- establishes the process for public

16 Involvement in environmental restoration activities

17 for the INEL.

18 So, if you have any questions or issues

19 related to the community relations plan, you might

20 take this opportunity this evening to speak with

21 Reuel about them.

22 The second person I'd like to introduce

23 is Mike Coe. Mike is -- represents the INEL public

24 affairs office. If you have any questions

25 regarding INEL activities or issues that are not

CLEARWATER REPORTING
1800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 81501

6

the subject of tonight's meeting, Mike ia available

2 to help get answers to those question.

3 And, Mike, did you want to make a

4 statement about the availability of the site

S specific plans?

MA. COE; res. I just wanted to announce

7 that the draft fiscal year '93 site specific plan

le now available for comment. The sits specific

9 plan basically outline' INEL'e environmental weal.",

10 management plans, ;activities and opportunities for

11 public participation for the coming year.

12 This year we're making the draft

13 available for public comment so we can incorporate

14 the public comment into the final fiscal year '93

IS site specific plan. If you want a copy, just talk

16 to me during the break or some time; and I'll be

17 sure you get a copy.

18 MS. GREEN; Thank you, Mike.

19 After each of the presentations tonight,

20 you'll have an opportunity to ask question■ on

21 thee. And we've got -- the court reporter here is

22 recording the proceedings this evening. So -- so

23 that she may hear clearly the questions, we'd like

24 for you to use one of two approaches.

25 The note cards that you set on chairs are

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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1 for you to write questions on. And then it you'll

2 raise the note cards in the air, Reuel or Mike will

3 pick them up end bring them up to the front of the

4 room to be answered.

5 The second approach would be to use one

6 of the microphones. I believe we have the wireless

7 mike working this evening ■o you don't -- you won't

8 need to come up front and use the mike. You can

9 ask the questions from your chair.

10 Again, If you Could please try to ask one

11 question at a time so we can answer -- answer the

12 first question before we go on to another one, we

13 would appreciate it.

14 Then after each question and answer

15 period Is over, we will begin the formal comment

16 period for receiving oral comments on the projects.

17 With that introduction, I'd like to turn

le the mike over to a couple of that agency

19 representatives from EPA and the State. On my

20 immediate left is Dave Hovland from the State of

21 Idaho, and to his left is Linda Meyer. And I'd

22 like to give them both a chance to make a few brief

23 opening remarks.

24 Dave?

25 MR. HOVLANDt Thank you, Lisa.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

0

1

2

I'm the State's INCE technical manager

with the Division of Environmental Quality in

3 Boise. I'll be wearing another hat tonight. I'm

4 also the lead for the TRA area.

5 I have a counterpart named Sean

7

Rosenberger In Idaho Fails. He's not here tonight,

but two of his staff are here. And

8 they're going ta represent the State on two of the

9 other proposed plans.

10 I'd like to introduce Dave Frederick.

11 Dave'S an environmental scientist, and he's the

12 lead for CFA. His other colleague is Tom Stoops.

13 Tom is en environmental scientist, and he's the

14 lead for ARA.

15 I'm also pleased to introduce Mr. Dean

16 Wygerd. Deem is the State's manager for the

17 Federal Facility Section in the Division of

18 environmeetel Quality, and this includes the II4EL

19 site.

20 I'd also like to say that the State

21 supports ail three of the proposed plans. The

22 State's been actively involved throughout the

23 entire process leading up to these recountandations.

24 I'd like to encourage public comment. We

25 find it very important to get the public comment at

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(0001 247-2740 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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1 this tia* because we're going to be preparing a

2 reaponsivenes■ summary and completing a record of

3 decision. And that's all I have.

4 NS. MEYER.: I'■ Linda Meyer with the

S Environmental ProtectiOn Agency. I apologize to

6 anyone that was -- attended the technical briefing,

7 and Wayne promised he'd be here. So, I hope I

B don't disappoint you; but I'll be representing the

EPA for all three of the projects tonight.

10 I was the project manager for the Perched

11 Water System. I'd just like to reemphasize that a

12 decision has not been made on these projects. They

13 are just recommendations, and your input is

14 important in this process. So, I encourage

15 everybody to participate.

16 NS. GREEN: Thank you, Linda.

17 With that, let's move right into the

18 first proposed plan, the presentation on the

19 Perched Water System at ERA. I'll turn things over

20 to Nolan Jensen. Nolan is the DOE project manager

21 for the Perched Water Project.

22 Nolan?

23 MR. JENSEN: Can you hear this? Okay.

24 If we can get the technology down. Now, first

25 question, if I stand right hare, can everyone see?

CLEARWATER REPORTING

(800) 241-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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Can you site past we from both sides? Okay. I'll

stay here then.

Okay. Like Lisa says, we're going to be

talking about three projects tonight. First, the

Perched Water System at the Teat Reactor Area.

You've heard a couple acronyas thrown around

already. That's what we're referring to when we

say TRA; the Motor Pool Pond at the Central

Facilities Area or CFA) and the Chemical

Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area or

ARA.

Let me just throw up a photograph of each

of these site* right quick. And this is the Teat

Reactor Area or most of it any way, the outline of

the facility; and these ere the wastewater ponds

that we'll talk about a little bit later.

This is the -- what used to be the Motor

Pool Pond before it was taken out of use. And this

is the Auxiliary Reactor Area number one, and this

is the Chemical Evaporation Pond that we'll be

talking about or, again, what used to be the pond,

where the pond was located.

Now, before we talk about these

individual sites, in order to get -- kind of set

the framework for how we're going to discuss the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(SOO) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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sites, what I'd like to do first is lust quickly go

over with you again the euperfund process and how

we get to the decision• or the recommendations that

we have cone to, to bring to you tonight.

Okay. Some of you may know at the end of

1989, the 1NEL was placed on what is known as the

national priority list. And what that means is

that the irftt is now a site that has been deemed to

have contamination or potential contamination that

could pose a threat to human health and the

environment.

Once a site is listed on the NPL, than we

are obligated to go out and look at the potential

contamination and d ins what risk it poses and

what type of clean up needs to be done.

So, this investigation is called the

remedial investigation. And the remedial

Investigation answers a couple of key questions.

First, it answers what's out there, what kind of

contamination is there, and how much, how far

spread Is it. And then it answers, okay, what is

the risk that that contamination poses.

Once we've gone through the remedial

investigation, the three agencies come to a

recommendation on what they believe the appropriate

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, 10 83501
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action i■ for that site. Once we have come to a

recommendation, we bring that recommendation to the

public; and that begins what's known a■ the

decision-aaking process. And we are at that stage

right now. We're coming to the public with our

recommendation and asking for your comments on our

recommendation.

When we receive the coements, we will

summarise them and respond to them In • document

Called the record of decision. And that is the

document that formally puts into place the decision

for -- for the sites.

Okay. One more tie., what are we going

to talk to you about tonight? Each of the three

site■ has recently gone through a remedial

investigation. And, again, as I ;mentioned earlier,

the purpose of the remedial Investigation is to

answer these two key question*: What's out there?

What kind of contamination Is out there? And how

bad la it, or what risk does It pose?

cow, when we get to the risk assessment

process, risk is -- of the contaminant -- was

looked at In two ways. First of all, contaminants

are looked at, which are known to be carcinogens or

potential carcinogens. And ■o, the first thing we

CLEARWATER REPORTING
WO) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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do is  he carcinogenic rime or

cancer-causing risk.

So, the contaminants which are

potentially known carcinogens are evaluated to

determine what exposure someone would come in

contact with. And than that exposure is compared

with a risk range, which Is established in a

regulation called the National Contingency Plan.

That's located in the Coda of Federal Regulations

in forty CFR three hundred.

And in that Code of Federal Regulations

In the National Contingency Plan, there is a risk

range that's established. And that is that a risk

within the range of ono in ten thousand to one In

one million or below, is considered to be

acceptable.

In other words, if -- if there Is a

chance of someone Incurring cancer in a chance of

one In ten thousand or blow, then that is

considered acceptable, if that sakes sense.

Okay. After the carcinogenic rink is

evaluated, then the toxic or noncarcinogenlc risk

is evaluated. And noncarcinogenlc risk is health

effects other than cancer, anything from -- from a

heart disease or an organ problem or skin rashes,

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800/ 247-2748 - LEWISTON, /D 83501
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whatever, those are the kinds of things that we're

talking about with the noncarcinogenic risks.

Now that's -- the noncarcinogenlc risk is

looked at a little bit differently. Rather than

chance of -- of cancer happening or a chance of a

health effect happening, what i■ done in the case

of noncarcinogenlc risk is EPA and others who study

toxic effects of different chemicals or

contaminants, they establish what is called a

reference dose. And that reference dose is just a

concentration of that Contaminant which is known

not to cause en adverse health affect.

And so, what is done is that the exposure

from the site that is calculated is compared with

that reference dose that is established by EPA or

in the literature. And basically, what ie done is

you divide the concentration at your site by this

reference dose. And if it comes out to one or

less, then it i■ considered to not pose an adverse

effect. If it is one or above, it may cause an

adverse effect.

Okay. Now, how are we looking at these

sites at the MEL/ The INEL is a big place. It

has a lot of different sites that we need to look

at. Approximately four hundred of the sites out at

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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ItiEL are going to be looked at under this

agreement.

3 So, tonight we're going to be talking

4 about three of those sites. One, again, like we

5 said, is at the Teat Reactor Area. One is at

6 Central Facilities Area, and one is the Auxiliary

7 Reactor Area. These are known ea waste area

groups. It's just a term we case up with to help

9 cut down the pie into smaller pieces.

10 After we have established waste area

11 groups -- oh, before I move that slide, the first

12 nine waste eras groups, one through nine,

13 essentially corresponds to the different facilities

14 out at 1NEL. And then waste area group ten fills

15 in all the gape or encamp 11 of the

16 miscellaneous unite outside of those facilities.

17 And it also focuses on the Snake River Plain

18 Aquifer as a whole.

19 COW. each Of thoee waste area groups

20 is still a pretty large piece of work. So, the

21 waste area groups are further divided into what are

22 known as operable unite. And that is something

23 that's discussed also in the regulation, the

24 national contingency plan.

25 And so, what is done is these groups are

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2746 - LEWISTON, ID 03501
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1 further broken down into bite-sised pieces, if you

2 wIII, In Order to focus resources and come to

decisions as quick as possible.

4 And so, what we're talking about tonight

5 are three operable unite within three waste Area

5 groups. So, what the concept is. is that we will

7 look at the individual sites in each waste area

8 group. Once each individual site is looked at,

then there will be one investigation done for the

10 entire waste area group. And that's -- these are

11 these down here, the comprehensive investigation.

12 Once the comprehensive investigation

13 look at the entire waste area group is completed,

14 then the waste area group ten investigation will be

15 conducted, which will look at the INEL as a whole.

16 And also, again, it will focus on the

17 Snake River Plain Aquifer. Okay.

10 Us,

19 KR. 881181 We've had some Other

20 folks come since we asked before if people could

21 see the slides. I wonder if we ought to ask that

22 again.

23 MR. JENSEN' Am I standing in front of

24 where you need to be? Why don't you come up

25 here, Reuel; and I'll stand off to the side.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(ROO) 247-2748 - LrmisTox, 10 83501
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now about right here? Is that better?

2 NR. SMITH: If you can see around me, we

3 can.

4 MS. GREEN: Now you're blocking --

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Are there any general

6 questions on the process? What we're going to do

7 now is we're going to talk about each of the three

sites tonight. And we'll kind of walk through that

9 process with each one, and you can see how we come

10 to the recommendation.

11 Okay. The first one we're going to talk

12 about is Perched water System at the Test Reactor

13 Area or operable unit two dash twelve. And what

14 this investigation focuses on is out at the Teat

15 Reactor Area -- let's go ahead and put that next

16 slide up -- out at the Test Reactor Area is one of

17 the reactor research facilities at 1NEL. And this

10 is the -- part of the outline of the facility.

19 And as the Industrial operations go on at

20 that facility, the wastewater from those operations

21 is discharged to a series of wastewater ponds.

22 This one right here -- there are three cells -- is

23 what's known as the warm waste pond. That's one

24 that we talked to you about last year. And that is

25 ono that is undergoing design for cleanup right

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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I now.

2 The warm waste pond is also the greatest

3 source of contamination. But as these wastewater

4

S

6

ponds, as water goes Into them, the water

percolates through the floor of the pond through

the sediment into the subsurface.

Let's go ahead and do the next one.

8 KR. BROSCIOUS: Before you change that

one, could you just ballparkith describe with your

10 pointer where the plume le in relation to that

11 aerial photo?

12 KR. JENSEN: I we'll have a -- give me

13 one eore slide, and we'll get to that. I've got

14 one of that. It's not a photograph, but this one

15 isn't big enough anyway.

16 NI. BROSCIOUS: Also, could you eviction

17 exactly what's -- what's going on at the -- at

18 those facilities right now?

19 NA. JENSEN: Okay. As far as the

20 industrial operations?

21 MR. BROSCYOUS: Okay.

22 KR. JENSEN: Okay. There were three

23 reactor., and I don't claim to be an expert on what

24 goes on In there; but this was what was known as

25 the Engineering Test Reactor. That's this aria

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 right here. That was a research reactor. This

2 is -- the facility in this area was known as the

3 materials Test Reactor. And then hack in the

4 corner, just off the photograph, i■ what's known --

5 back in this corner is what's known as the Advanced

6 Test Reactor. This reactor in this reactor

7 operations are ceased. They don't happen anymore.

8 They shut them down. The only operating reactor

right now Is the Auxiliary Reactor Area back off to

10 the left.

11 WS. GREEN: Advanced.

12 KR. JENSEN: Advanced, sorry. Advanced

13 Test Reactor Area back off to the left. And

14 basically, what that reactor is for, from my

15 understanding, is to test different materials to

16 see haw they react or how they react to being

17 bombarded with nuclear energy.

18 Is that -- for those of you who know more

15 than se, is that about right?

20 MR. SROSCIOUS: Is the hot cell in there

21 still functioning?

22 MR. JENSEN: I assUAO they have hot

23 cells, but I don't know what -- anything about

24 that.

25 MS. GREEN: There are hot cells there,
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yes.

MR. BROSCIOUS: And is the fuel storage

-- water storage test still functioning?

KR. JENSEN: I don't know.

MS. GREEN: Well, as part of the reactor

facilities, there are fuel storage areas in the

reactor facilities.

MR. JENSEN: Anyway, just -- this is the

ware waste pond, again: and this Is the cold waste

pond. Those are two key ones that I want you to

remember for later in the discussion.

Okay. So, what happens then is, as the

water -- the wastewater goes into these ponds, it

percolates into the subsurface. The subsurface is

essentially Interlayered basalt or lava rock, black

lava rock, and layers of soil.

And what happens is the water goes

through the subsurface. It reaches layers that are

less permeable. And as It hits those less

permeable layers, the water Can't go through It as

fast; and so, It glows it dowel and it starts to

mound up.

And so, under each one of these ponds,

directly beneath them, there is a shallow perched

zone. ft's fairly small, directly under each pond.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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And then it percolate• finally through that layer

and goes down. And about 150 feet. there Is

another layer, which is also less permeable, that

slow* the water down. And there is a larger

perched water body that forms on that layer. And

as you can see, the aquifer is about 480 feet deep.

Okay. Let's go ahead to the next one.

This is the one that Chuck was interested in.

That's the Teat Reactor Area, again. The warm

waste pond, the cold waste pond; and that's the

approximate outer extent of the Perched Water

System. That is the larger, lower perched water

body. It's about a little more than a half a mile

across and about three-quarters, maybe nine-tenths

of a mile long.

MR. RROSCIOUS: Where are the two

injection wells in relation to that?

MR. JENSEN: The big one is about

right -- well, in fact, I think it's that well

right there, that black dot. The other one, I

believe, is thin one right here.

MR. HOVLAND: Now, the other one, meaning

the Well 53.

MR. JENSEN: 53, right. 53 was a shallow

injection well that was used for a few years. And

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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all these other black dots are monitor wells. In

2 fact, we used the two closed injection wells as

3 monitor wells at these Sites.

4 MR. RROSCIOUS: And where Is Well 65 in

5 relation to that/

MR. JENSEN: It'■ one of those right

7 know it's one of those three.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; Could you give the

9 dimensions of that again/ I missed them.

10 KR. JENSEN: you can see It right

11 there about --

12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. No, the scale.

13 MR. JENSEN: Well, that's the scale.

14 Just approximately, I think It's a little more than

15 a half a mile this way and a little less than a

16 mile this way. And that** approximate.

17 So, what was done to find this

18 Information out, was these different monitor wells

19 were sampled and water levels measured. So, that's

20 how we went about gaining information on what this

21 Perched Water System was all about.

22 KR. RROSCIOUS: In term* of monitoring

23 wells outside of the perched water table area, you

24 shoe relatively few of thee --

25 THE REPORTER: I can't hear hie.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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MS. GREEN: Could you speak up a bit,

sir/

3 MR. BROSCIOUS: I said in terms of the

4 plume, you have relatively few monitoring wells

5 outside of the plume area, especially to the --

6 whet I assume is the southeast there. I wonder

7 what evidence you have that that's the limit of the

8 plume.

MR. JENSEN: Do you want to talk about

10 that, Peter, for a minute? This is Peter Sinton,

11 who was the one that constructed the groundwater

12 model. We're kind of getting ahead of ourselves a

13 little bit, so -- but that'■ all right.

14 MR. SINTON: Several of the wells for the

15 deep perched system, the bigger system, the

16 boundary of the system is defined fairly well

17 around this perimeter because several of these

18 wells are actually dry.

19 Now, on the northwestern side, there is

20 some question --

21 MR. MOvLAND: Northeastern.

22 MR. SUITOR; Northeastern, yeah. All on

23 this boundary, there's Some question about exactly

24 where this -- this boundary is, but it's fairly

25 close to this area right in here.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSONS Excuse me. I had

understood that the State oversight committee had

felt that on some of those wells that you had run

thee too deeply and, therefore, had missed the

Perched Water System and that, in fact, that plume

might be larger.

MR. MOVLAND: Well, actually, it was the

Division of Environmental Quality. It wee our

group that noted that and mad, the comment.

Basically, as we went through our comment

resolution period In the modeling that Peter is

going to present, that that edge as -- we eight

have to go back to that diagram showing the Perched

Water System.

That edge, as it tapers out, is not

completely defined: but it's close. And I think

when we looked at it and went through the different

comment resolutions and talked to the people who

put the wells in, the U.S. Geological Survey and

the type of modeling that Peter le going to be

talking about or Nolan, you'll see that the

modeling that they do takes the effect of the major

portion of the perched water sone. And the little

tapering edge doesn't really add that much to it.

So, whet they're doing is looking at the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 Maxiftuill risk from that, the effect of that on the

2 Snake River Plain Aquifer when they model. But I

3 think it's going to be important to sae the

4 modeling that they did and then maybe revisit this.

5 MS. GREEN: If I could just interject a

6 little here. We do have a question and answer

7 period after the presentation. And if -- but

8 don't want to discourage you from raising questions

9 that are key to your understanding along the way.

10 So, if you have things that really need explained

11 right now to under-Stead, go right ahead.

12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. On my left

13 of that slide. what era the depths of those wells?

14 Like the ones that are outside the plume/

15 MR. SINTON: Over hare?

16 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. Reap going

1? to the left outside of the plume.

le MR. JENSEN: Over hare?

19 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: yeah. what are the

20 depths of those wells?

21 MR. SIKTON: These wells go -- I believe

22 they go down to the lower interbed, which is what

23 this perched water body is on top of. I don't know

24 the exact depths, but they go down to that

25 interbed.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And can you explain

to ea, just in lay language, how you read that

well?

4 MR. SIMEON: Row you read it?

S UNIDENTIFIED paRsont Yes. In other

6 word*, if I understand it, there's a hole in the

7 ground that goes down Into the rock.

8 MR. SIMS: That's correct, yes.

9 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Now do you

10 determine at what 'reel that perched water pool is

11 located? Now do you read the well?

12 MR. SINTONs Okay. Can you put the

13 other bell-shaped curve on there?

1f What is done is a well is drilled. It's

15 a hole In the ground. It's drilled down and, for

16 most of those wells, they're drilled Into these --

17 into this sediment right In here and completed with

18 a casing and a well screen, which is open to the

19 basalt rock in here.

20 And then after the well is completed,

21 water will flow into it. And water will rise to

22 the level that this perched water table Le at.

23 That's how we know where it is. So, where it'■

24 dry, the wells are completed out here on the

25 periphery or the edge; and there', no water in

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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them. That'. how we know rherr the edge of this.

2 Ls.

3 RR. BROSCIOUS: What le your completion

4 depth? What is the Interval completion distance?

5 MR. SINTON: Most of the older wells are

6 completed -- some of them are actually open. Other

7 ones are completed such that they're across this

entire interval. The newer ones, some are

9 completed right at the top. Some are completed

10 right at the bottom so that we can get en idea of

11 vertical head distribution or hydraulic gradient.

12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Excuse me. That

13 was a great question, but I didn't understand what

14 it meant. So, could you tell me what that gradient

15 meant or where it's screened? You just explained

16 where it we■ screened, but I don't know whet that

17 means.

18 MR. SIMTOM! Okay.

19 MS. GREEN: Do we have any -- any figures

20 in the RI that show an example, a cross section of

21 a well?

22 MR. SINTON: Yeah, we do.

23 MR. HOVLAND: I think that would he

24 pretty helpful to sea what that looks like.

25 MR. SINTON: Could we maybe draw it on

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 there? Okay. What Nolan has just drawn is a well.

2 And the wells are drilled down Into these

3 sediments. And then what we do is we Install e

4 Casing which goes on in the Inside of the hole_.

5 The casing is cemented into place ■o it doesn't

6 leek. And than the casing has -- it either ha■

7 holes in it, or it has what we call a screen, which

8 is almost like a screen on a -- you know, like your

9 porch screen door, kind of like that. It'■ such

10 More sturdy than that, but that's what It's like.

11 And that would be what we cell the

l2 cospletlon interval. And that would be where water

13 would come into this well and rise up to this

14 level. Or if you took a rater sample, you took a

15 sample, you took some of the water out of the well,

16 that's where water would enter the well and come

17 up; and we would take it Out.

18 Does that answer your question?

19 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Thank you.

20 MR. 3E1441E141 And casing is just pipe in

21 the ground. It's Juni a pipe in the ground.

22 MR. SINTON: Okay.

23 4114. JENSEN. All right. What I wanted to

24 show you just before we talk about the risk

25 eeeeeeee nt is when they drill some of these wells,

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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2

they core them. And if you wonder what the basalt

looks like down there, this le it. This is

3 basically what the aquifer looks like and

4 everything above the aquifer, just layers of basalt

like this.

6 And then in between this, there will be

7 layers of, like, sand or gravel ae interbeds. And,

B

10

as you can see, this has kind of got some holes in

it. Those are where when the lava flows went out,

there were geese. in them that caused these

11 bobbles. But as you'll notice or if you've looked

12 at them, you'd see that these holes aren't

13 interconnected very well.

14 So, the water doesn't flow

15 through the holes. This is pretty much just solid

16 rock. But if you looked at it on a bigger scale,

17 you know that there was fractures and cracks in the

18 rock.

19 And so, when we talk about an aquifer or

20 the perched water being down there, it's not like

21 there's a big cave full of water. It's just that

22 water is sitting in all the little cracks. But, at

23 a certain level, those cracks are full of water;

24 and above them, they're not. so, that's kind of

25 the top edge of that Perched water System'.
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Does that make  7

MR. 8ROSC1OUS! The alluvium or the

interbed■ are not necessarily sand and gravel,

they?

are

MR. HINTON: Not ell of them are.

MR. BROSCIOUSt Not if you've got perched

rater tables on them.

MR. SUITOR! so. They're finer grained

then sand and gravel. Some of the■ have clays or

Cinders in them. They're usually pretty fine

grained.

MR. JENSEN: Rind of red clay looking

things, really.

MR. SINTONI That's right.

MR. JENSEN: From the cores I've seen.

Okay. All right. So, that's whet the

perched water is in.

Nov. the next slide, basically, what

we've done so far is explain how we go about

finding out what's out there. The next Important

part is, okay, we know it's there, is that a

problem or not?

And what is done there is, we go through

what's called a filth a . And what I'm

going to do now Is hand over the mike to Joe Gordon

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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from Dames 6 Sour. who did the work on the risk

  for this project. And take it away.

MR. GORDON' Thank you, Nolan.

Well, this flow chart is a graphic

representation of the risk assessment process. The

first step is to evaluate the data that we've got

out at the site when we went out and did a site

investigation. And that data is applied in

essentially two parallel pathways: the toxicity

 sent and the exposure ssssssss nt.

The toxicity assessment, we evaluate

those contaminant■ which -- from both a

carcinogenic and a noncarcinogenlc Standpoint. And

then over in the exposure assessment, we look at

the pathways to humans and nonhuman receptors as

well as uptake of contaminants through all those

pathways.

Then those two parallel paths are brought

back together in the risk characterization when we

look at the impact of exposure and apply the dose

response to those uptakes.

So. the first step was to come up with

the contaminants that we are concerned with. And

the way that we did that is we screened

contaminants at the site and evaluated them to

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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identify the ones that were going to contribute

greater than one percent of the risk at the site.

And these are the ones that came out of

4 that screening. The ones that are shaded here, are

5 the ones that turned out to dominate the risk in

6 the risk aaaaaa sent.

7 Okay. To evaluate the risk at the site,

8 we constructed an exposure scenario where we had a

9 hypothetical resident farmer who constructs a well

10 out at the site right into Snake River Plain

11 Aquifer directly below the Perched water System.

12 And he takes all of his water for domestic purposes

13 from that well, irrigates hie crops, consumes crops

14 grown at the site, feeds his livestock with those

15 crops and that groundwater and consumes that

16 livestock.

17 Okay. we also evaluated nonhuman

18 receptor•. We looked at vegetation by looking at

19 uptake of groundwater. We looked at herbivores by

20 looking at their uptake of groundwater as well as

21 ingestion of vegetation that's Irrigated with

22 groundwater and direct soil contact that may have

23 been contaminated by that groundwater that's pumped

24 from the aquifer as well as carnivores who are

23 exposed to the same pathway■ with the addition of

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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other animals out at the site.

2 Okay. In order to do this, we

3 constructed a groundwater model whose purpose it

4 was to predict concentrations of contaminant, in

5 the aquifer over time.

6 Row, do we have a -- all right. Nara,

7 let's put this one up. Let's go to this one here.

S In order to do that, we looked at someone

constructing a well and completing it In the Snake

10 River Plain Aquifer directly below the site. And

11 we looked at the screen intervals, that we talked

12 about before, which was only twelve feet.

13 So, we looked at -- okay. We looked at

14 contaminants flowing down from the deep perched

15 zone to the Snake River Plain Aquifer and pumping

16 just the top twelve feat of water from the Snake

17 River Plain Aquifer so we didn't look at dilution

18 from the rest of the aquifer.

19 If someone was to go out and install a

20 well for domestic purposes, the screened interval

21 would probably be something on the order of 50 to

22 100 feet. So, this tends to overestimate risks at

23 the Site.

24 MS. MINEIIR: Excuse me. Could you repeat

25 that where you say --
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THE REPORTER: I can't hear her.

KS. GREEN: Speak up, please, Lynn.

MS. MIRROR: I'm just trying to -- on

that diagram, are you telling me that a person is

going to drill ■ 500-foot wall?

14R. GORDON: Right. Okay. This is

someone that goes out to the site to live, this

would be 125 years in the future. the Perched

Water System would not be there anymore. So, you

would -- you would drill right through this end

these contaminants -- well, the water won't be

there anymore. And we assume that contaminant■ ere

still up in the Settees water pond there.

Okay. That warm waste pond, we osmium

it's still there; and obviously, the Test Reactor

Area won't be there anymore. We &sauce that the

Test Reactor Are■ will Operate for another 25 years

followed by a 100-year Institutional control

period. Okay. So, this la -- this is a well that

Is completed down to the Snake River Plain Aquifer'

but obviously, this water is gone up here.

KS. GREEN: Joe?

MR. GORDON' Tee.

MS. GREEN: If you could clarify, too,

that the perched water i■ gone long before the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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125-year period.

MS. M/MEUR: I understand that. Where

I'm confused Is, I thought you said earlier that

4 the Snake River Plain Aquifer is not a caveful or

S an underground lake of water.: is that correct?

MR. GORDON: That's right.

7 MS. MIRROR: So, why are we drilling at

500 feet? Number one, what happens at 500 feet

that's different than --

10 MR. GORDON: This is all dry. This is

11 ell going to be dry. You won't encounter water

12 until you get down to 460 feat.

13 And. alto, just a point of clarification,

14 this well. doesn't ■attar when it happens, if

15 somebody wants to get groundwater, they have to

16 drill to 500 feet or they don't get it. Whether it

17 happens today or tomorrow or whenever, es long as

18 that perched water I. gone.

19 MR. BROSCIOUS: But in 20 years, they

20 could drill into the deep perch and probably still

21 find water.

22 MR. GORDON: If the reactor rune for --

23 MR. BROSCIOUS: I know. But in

24 20 years --

25 MR. GORDON: There will still be some

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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perched water there, yes. One thing I didn't

mention earlier was that the only reason that

perched water is there is because those ponds are

there. That's a man-made feature. That didn't

5 used to be there.

5 So, when the reactor shuts down, they go

7 away.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Do you want to

.9 Clarify that for lac because the one reactor that's

10 contributing the most to the cold water west* pond

11 is going to go until 2007 and will not be

12 completely decommissioned for 27 yeara.

13 MR. OORDON: Right.

14 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, In 20 years it

15 will still be there?

16 MR. CORDON: Right, and the model 414

17 assume that.

10 MR. BROSCIOUS: Old your model take into

19 consideration in the process of drilling down to

20 the aquifer, as in all drilling processes, there's

21 a lot of mixing of all the drilling findings in the

22 process of going down, the mixture that --

23 contaminants that would still be In the sediment

24 beds even though there may not be water in It In

23 125 years?

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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MR. GORDON: Well, no. The health and

safety aspects of actually putting a well In at the

3 site were not considered. Imo that your question?

4 MR. BROSCIOUS: They weren't?

5 MR. GORDON: No. I mean, it's a

6 hypothetical well that we looked at. Basically,

7 what we ware trying to do

8 MR. BROSCIOUS, Okay. But even

6 hypothetically, you have to drill down through

10 those contaminated sediments which will still have

11 residuals in them for infinity. And in the process

12 of drilling down through that, that the well

13 casing, even the bits and everything, are going to

14 become contaminated with whatever residuals are

15 still there.

16 Did you include that In the model?

17 MR. HOVLAND: Jo., what he might be

18 getting at, I think, is there are common practices

19 where you can use telescope casing or you wouldn't

20 have to he concerned, as he's talking about, just

21 drilling a hole straight down there.

22 So, there's -- there's things that are

23 inherent in good drilling practices.

24 MR. GORDON: Yeah. I think what you're

25 getting at is not a key feature of potential risk
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at the site. I mean. if you're asking if we would

have drilled right through the surface warm waste

pond, we did not consider that.

MR. BROSCIOUSI Well, the contaminated

sediments le going to be the whole width of the

plume, the whole else of the plume. And they're

going to still be there. And the -- you know, to

assume that -- that -- you're assuming that there's

going to be some high tech drilling operation that

goes out there that knows that there's radioactive

contamination in those sediments and those

interbeds. And, you know, they're going to seal as

they go down and try to do it the same way you deal

with your monitoring wells. But you can't even

drill monitoring wells down there without getting

contamination In the process of going down. It

screw■ up your sampling, even with current

technology.

MS. GREEN: So, if I understand you

correctly, you're wondering if we factored in to

the ri  for that resident, the risk of

doing the actual drilling.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Right.

NS. GREER: Like airborne inhalation or

whatever --
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MR. BROSCIOUS: There's going to be

residuals in the process that are going to get

mimed up, end the first ten years they're going to

pump out of there, they're going to be pumping --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: They're just going

to Inoculate, you know, with the drill. it's just

going to inoculate that area of the aquifer with

6 the contaminants from shove. So, you have to take

9 that into consideration, correct? The sediments

10 fall into the hole.

11 MR. GORDON: Well, I think you have to

12 take -- sit beck and take a look at what we're

13 talking about here. We're talking shout a billion

14 gallons of water that's spread over a one mile by ■

15 half mile area. And a cross sectional area of

16 thane contaminants in the sediments at that level

17 right there is not going to be a key player in

18 the --

19 MR. BROSCIOUS: Do you have data to

20 support that? Have you tested the sediments?

21 MR. GORDON: Ws didn't do that

22 calculation. I'm sure that it would show

23 that It's not a key player In the risk  

24 MR. HOVLAND: But, no, we didn't do that.

25 MR. GORDON: But, no, we didn't.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, you said they

were going to put it In right next to this pond.

3 At the technical briefing, when I discussed it with

4 the people, they said they were just going to leave

5 -- when that top ■hallow perch zone went, it would

6 go In two or three months, and that's where they're

7 going to be. So. you've got Iota of things In the

8 Shallow perch zone that are just going to be

9 Sitting there, Some of the■ with long half-lives,

10 that are going to be contaminants of concern. And

11 it will be affected in that. I don't know how you

12 can say it isn't part of it.

13 MR. GORDON; Well, we'll have to think

14 about it. But that's not eeeee hing we did.

15 MS. GREEN: It was not done in the risk

16  , and it's not a practice, I don't

17 believe, that -- it'■ not a calculation that's

18 called out in the guideline■ for doing risk

19  , / don't believe.

20 MR. GORDON: Well, here'■ the key issue.

21 The purpose of the risk assessment was to evaluate

22 whether we should clean up the water, okay? And

23 this operable unit is the water. Sometiees the --

24 the contaminants thst are in this top 50 feet

25 there, are part of a different operable unit.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON! Part of this

confusion cones In because at the technical

briefing, nobody could decide whet part of what

4 operable units those contaminants ware when they

S were in the shallow perChed zone.

6 They were part of the shallow perched

7 zone. But if they divide up, are they still part

8 of the shallow perched zone, or did they go to the

sedis<ents that are on top of the pond? And nobody

10 could decide, so we didn't really know where they

11 were either. There was no real consensus found as

12 to what was going to happen to those contaminants

13 that were in the shallow perched zone.

14 So, you're telling se that they're going

15 to be considered In an entirely different operable

16 unit?

17 MR. GORDON: They'll have to be because

18 what -- basically, what we talked about was the

19 sediments in the pond, themselves, will be looked

20 at as -- basically, whet we do is try to come up

21 with reasonable ways, the most reasonable ways,

22 that people would be exposed.

23 And we've already identified each pond

24 sediment as operable units of specific

25 investigations. The perched water is one; but as

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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far ea those sediments down there, the only way

2 that those would be evaluated, that I can think of

3 right now, Is In the final ssssssss nt.

4 KB. K1NEUR: So, they're not going to

5 be evaluated until the --

6 TEE REPORTER: I can't hear that.

7 MS. GREEN: Lynn, can you --

B NS. Pl/NEUR: -- operable unit Len.

9 MR. GORDON: Operable unit ten is up

10 here.

11 MS. NINEUR: Right. I'm aware of that.

12 MA. GORDON: Then, operable unit, I guess

13 it would be —

14 MS- KINEUR: Thirteen?

15 MR. GORDON: Two dash thirteen will be

16 all of the rest.

17 MS. /UNHURT I guess I need to repeat

16 that again. The sediments I'm trying to

19 THE REPORTER: I cannot hear her.

20 MR. GORDON: Do you went to use this?

21 MS. MINEUR1 Are you saying that the

22 :sediments themselves under each of the ponds will

23 be considered an operable unit with that pond? My

24 question is where will the eedEments, after the

25 deep perched water has Roved, evaporated, done its
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thing. whore ere they going to he considered?

MR. GORDON: Okay. Someone can correct

me if I'm wrong; but I'm pretty cure that that will

be considered in operable unit two dash thirteen

S which le the WAG-wide RI/FS.

6 MR. JENSEN: That's the only place they

7 would be in. We've just got to remember to do it.

B MS. MINEUR: We will remind you.

9 MS. GREEN: Those are the subsurface

10 sediments, not the surface sediments, right?

11 That's what you're talking about.

12 MR. GORDON: Right. And what we would

13 look at when we did that Is what are the reasonable

14 ways people will be exposed to contaminants out

15 there?

16 MR. JENSEN: And what Joe is trying to

17 say is with sediments in the depth like that, It's

18 going to be pretty tough to get thee to people.

19 MS. MINEUR: All they have to do is drill

20 a well.

21 MR. JENSEN: Right.

22 MS. MINEUR: But could you repeat that

23 citation for me?

24 MR. GORDON! This one this perched

25 water Is operable unit two dash twelve.
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Operwble unit two dash thirteen will be all of 'PRA.

all, of the things that were not considered in

any of the other specific operable units, one

through twelve.

DO you remember this one here? Right

here, the investigation of the whale teat reactor

area, okay? So, that will evaluate not just those

sediments, but anything else that was -- any

residuals that may have been left there from

operable unit■ two through twelve. Or anything

else that didn't fall into one of those operable

units will be evaluated on • WAG-wide basic.

And then, again, the entire site will be

evaluated for -- in a sitewlde Snake River Plain

Aquifer Study.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Is that in 1999?

MR. GORDON: '88.

MR. JENSEN: '98 is the start of that.

KR. BROSCIOUS: It's not going to be

pulled together until '99?

MR. GORDOR: I don't know. Probably '99

or even 2000.

MS. GREEN: The final record of decision

would be 2001, I think.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: When la two

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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thirteen scheduled?

MR. GORDON: I think it *tarts in '96, if

I remember right, '95 or '96.

4 Okay. Well, the results of the risk

5 assessment are that in 125 yeare the riak to a

6 person who completes that well out at the site

7 consumes all hie water and all of his vegetables

8 and livestock from the site, the risk to that

Individual is one in 179 million.

10 Now, as part of EPA's review of the risk

11  , they went through to figure out at what

12 time, hypothetically, could someone go out there

13 end drink that water under that same scenario, and

14 we came up with ten years, actually, in the year

15 2000, and still be within the acceptable range of

16 risk.

17 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. In your

18 documentation In here, because that was one of the

19 things I looked at, when they went in 30-year

20 increments for, I believe it was chromium and

21 tritium, it falls within the acceptable limits

22 thirty years after 1995. So, that's not ten years.

23 MR. GORDON: Actually, it's for !someone

24 who starts living there In 1995. I was

25 Conservative hare and said someone who starts

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 living there in the year 2,000 and lives there for

2 ■ 30-year period.

3 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. What it says

4 here, The carcinogenic rink from tritium exceeds

the acceptable risk range for the 10-year periods

beginning 1990 and 1995. So, you're saying that it

7 moves there -- it will be 40 yeare before --

KR. GORDON: It will be the year 2000.

9 If you moved there in the year 2000, the 30-year

10 period starting in the year 2000 is within the

El acceptable range.

12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

13 KR. GORDON: So, the one that started in

14 19110 or 11195 was above. It exceeded the acceptable

IS range; but the one that started the year 2000, is

16 at the acceptable range.

17 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. This Is a

16 person planting his vegetables there end drawing

19 his water there?

20 MR. GORDON: Right. That starts in 2000

21 and live■ there until 2030.

22 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Which one of you

23 guys Ls going to volunteer for this?

24 KR. GORDON: I will.

23 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: One of the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 questions I have in the risk   it, if that

2 person can live there until 2030, are we saying the

3 incidence of cancer will not occur during that time

4 period?

5 MR. GORDON: Mo. The incidence of cancer

6 over that person's entire lifetime. 70-year

7 lifetime Is what's considered. The 30 years is how

long the person lives there, which is the 90th

9 percentile of how long someone actually lives in

10 the same place.

11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Dkay.

12 MR. JENSEN: So, what he's saying is, the

13 EPA Is establishing some standards for evaluating

14 risk. And one of these is that a standard

15 calculation or a standard assumption In the

16 calculation Is that you assume someone will live

17 there for 30 years. And that's why they were the

18 30-year Increments.

19 MR. GORDON: Okay. Similarly, the

20 noncarctnogenic health effects, the risk from

21 noncarcinogenic contaminants, was also found to be

22 acceptable for the 125-year scenario as welt as for

23 the 10-year scenario.

24 So, in summary, there are currently

25 no unacceptable risks to mashers of the public

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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since the site le restricted and parched water is

below grade. And for the future on-site resident,

3 the risk will fall within the acceptable range

4 within LOA year*.

5 And with that, I guess I'll turn it back

6 over to Nolan.

7 MR. JENSEN: All right. So, as you

8 probably already know if you've teen the proposed

9 plan, what is recommended for this site Is that

10 there will be no remedial action taken. /I 

11 because we did this based on predictions of what

12 the concentrations will be, we're also recognizing

13 that we need to monitor to make Sure that those

14 predictions are correct and that all of the

15 assumptions that we based these calculations on are

16 correct.

17 So, we do plan to monitor. And also the

18 Rational Contingency Plan establishes that periodic

19 reviews be done) in fact, that they be done no lass

20 often then every five years. So, these reviews

21 would also be done by the agencies at least every

22 five years and, perhaps, more often, if necessary,

23 to make sure that what we have recommended, if we

24 do take that rout. after public comment -- where

25 Shall I stand? -- that It's all right, that the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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 ption■ are still accurate.

Okay. Now, just -- this isn't working is

3 it? ()key. So, we just put this slide together to

explain, after a couple of the other meetings when

S questions were asked, what -- you know, what are

6 you talking about when you talk about monitoring?

7 What does that meant

8 And, basically, what it would mean is, we

9 would need to go out and keep testing walla,

10 especially for certain contaminants that we knew

11 were risk drivers. And I just put tritium and

12 Chromium up there because those are ones that we

13 know are key contaminants. And we would need to

14 monitor probably several wells in the aquifer, that

15 are screened down in the aquifer, as well as soma

16 up in the Perched Water System.

17 We would have to make a decision on how

18 often the samples would be collected and water

19 levels armoured and then, also, decision points for

20 what happens if our assumptions are wrong.

21 Obviously, we'll need to go back And revisit the

22 decision. Or perhaps another decision Is at what

23 point do we change monitoring frequencies and

24 things like that.

25 So, that's what we're talking about when

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 we say we're going to monitor.

2 MR. BROSCIOUSt Is the State going to

3 do split sampling?

4 MR. HOVLAND: The Division of

5 tnvIronmentaI Quality Is not doing split saspling.

6 The oversight program Is involved in a lot of

7 different sampling throughout, and there are people

8 assigned to the Test Reactor Area. And that is an

9 option.

10 KR. BROSCIOUS: But you're not doing it

11 now? I'm 'eying the oversight program isn't doing

12 it now?

13 MR. HOVLAND: Split sampling?

14 MR. BROSCIOUS: Yeah.

15 MR. HOVLAND; Specifically, they're not

16 doing any split sampling -- are you saying related

17 to this monitoring plan or just any split sampling?

1s KR. BROSCIOOS: Any spilt sampling at

19 the test reactor.

20 MR. HOVLAND: Specifically, right now

21 they're not; but they do have plans where they're

22 incorporating a lot of different types of sampling.

23 But the person to contact on that would be Mr.

24 Flint Hall in Idaho Falls. And his phone number is

25 525-7300. And he's the person assigned to that

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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group for the oversight group.

2 MR. 15140SCIOUS; So, there is -- at this

3 time, there's no independent sampling of the teat

4 reactor area?

KR. HOVLAND; Well, again, he has various

6 plans in effect. And you'd have to check to flee

7 where he It on those.

B MR. BROSCIOUffe Actual sampling plans?

MR. HOVLAND; Yeah. He's putting those

10 together for the next couple of fiscal years.

11 MR. JENSEN: USGS does do sampling

12 too, independent sampling at TRA. And I don't know

13 how often, but -- and I don't know -- they do

14 different wells at different frequencies, but they

15 do independent sampling es well.

16 MR. ROWLAND; Now, there is sampling at

17 the production wells for drinking water.

18 MR. JENSEN; Right. Right. SG 6 G

19 does that far the drinking water.

20 MS. GREEN: Well, we've had lots of

21 questions during the presentation. Since Nolen has

22 completed his presentation, that brings us to the

23 general question and answer session on perched

24 water.

25 Does anybody have any other questions?

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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Tee, sir.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: It seems odd that

you fragment the waste an top of the surface with

the wastes that will eventually percolate into the

aquifer. In other words, you're not saying that

there are dangerous wastes tied up in the rock and

sediment all the way down to the aquifer. What

you're saying I. that by the ground acting as

filter for these dangerous contaminant*, that the

water below this level will be okay to drink; is

that correct?

MR. GORDON: Well, that Is correct, yeah.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, in other words,

if the contaminants are still there at a high

level, but just tied up in the land, so, as far AS

we know, if there's no major disruption of the

land, then they're tied up nicely and being filtered

for es?

MR. GORDON: Right. And they're

detained.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And how long would

the decay process take before they'd be safe for

somebody to bring a core up?

RR. GORDON: I didn't do that

calculation, but several of the key contaminants

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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have very short half-Lives. In the near term, you

2 know, aver the next few years and probably until

3 somewhere around the year 2050, somewhere in that

4 rang., the risk actually is driven by tritium,

5 which has a 12-and-e-half-year half-life. Then

6 that drops off, and the risk turns out to be driven

7 later by cobalt-60, which has a five-year

6 half-life.

9 So, the risk is dropping off very

10 quickly.

11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, but that's

12 sort of what we know to be the risk today from

13 exposure. In other words, exposure level■ are not

14 cast in concrete either. You know, we found that

15 sometimes when risks were thought to be only for

16 eight to ten years, to show evidence of -- of

17 exposure, actually, after 30 to 40 years, there's

16 significant numbers of people showing effects.

19 So, In other words, thoae have to be

20 recalculated at times. Those are sort of unknown.

21 So, E wonder about the wisdom of letting the model

22 really let us feel peaceful about, you know, about

23 some of the residents owning that property.

24 MR. GORDON: Well, I agree with come of

25 what you're saying; but I think that the
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carcinogenic risk from radionuclides is something

that we really do know quite a bit about. EPA

regards them as 'A" carcinogens with no

threshold. I think that actually. radionuclides

are some of the carcinogens that we know the most

about.

MR. JENSEN: Also, another point, like

Joe said, when we come up -- lot me start over.

The model -- ell the model did was predict

concentrations. That's the only purpose.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: At the end.

MR. JENSEN: Right. And than, as far as

how toxic those Contaminant■ are, those come Out Of

EPA'S literature. So, the model didn't do any

calculations on that, Those were out of CPA

standards.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: SO, the exposure is

after the land has acted as a filter to Collect the

contaminants?

MR. JENSEN: Right.

MS. GREEN: Chuck?

MR. 11ROSCIOUS: Weil, with the continued

use of the -- at least the Advanced Test Reactor

and the cold waste ponds and what other -- what

other unlined disposal sites that you have to the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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tune of something like 33 million gallons a year,

that's going to continue to drive contaminants down

through the -- through the interbede lust by virtue

of the fact that the water, In its movement, is

going to carry some of those contaminants with it.

MR. GORDO*: Well --

MR. JENSEN: I was just going to say,

right now, the pond that is putting the most water

into the system is the cold waste pond. Red --

MR. BROSCIOUS: Well, they're right side

by side. They're both contributing to the perched

water regardless. And you're adding water to that.

And, you know, by virtue of the fact that that

water is migrating down toward the aquifer, it's

going to continua to take material and contaminants

with it.

MR. JENSEN: I guess I would defer to

Peter, but I think the key mechanism that's driving

the risk here actually is water going through the

warm waste pond. And when you're discharging water

to the cold waste pond, that -- that Inventory is

not coming into contact with the warm west• pond or

the shallow perched cone below the warn waste pond.

I don't know if Peter -- do you have

anything you want to add to that?

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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MR. SINTOR: That's basically what'■

going on.

KR. JENSEN: Okay. Let me read this one

that came in on a note card. It'■ similar to what

5 we talked *Dont earlier.

6 And the question is, Under what operable

7 unit or units are the sediments in the shallow

perched water being evaluated for each of the four

9 waste ponds and the retention basin and the Test

10 Reactor -- at the Test Reactor Area, and when are

11 they scheduled?

12 Oh, good, you gave ma this.. All right.

13 Thu■ is the interagency agreement.

14 Let's sea, the warm waste pond, as you

15 know, we evaluated that last year and determined

16 that that did need to be cleaned up. So, that

17 one's already been evaluated. The cold waste

18 pond --

19 UNIDERTIFIED PERSON' EaCUNO me, in the

20 warm waste pond, my understanding was that it was

21 an Interim action.

22 MR. JENSEN: Right.

23 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And you told us, at

24 that time, that no plans had been made to deal with

25 those sediments.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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MR. HOVLAND: Excuse me, what was the

last part of the statement there?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: My understanding in

that inter!. action is that the sediment under the

liner, if the liner had not been breached, would

not be looked at.

MS. GREEN: There's some confusion hers.

The warm waste pond doesn't have the liner. This

is the project we brought out about a year ago

today for public community.

MR. JENSEN: And what you nay be talking

about --

UN/DENT/PIED PERSON: Well, there'. --

KR. JENSEN: Okay. Let me -- there are

two there are two ware waste ponds, actually.

One of them isn't built yet. One of them is just

being constructed, and it will be constructed with

a liner and with leak detection and all that stuff.

The new warm wait, pond will be

constructed this year to replace the old one. The

old one is the one that we've already determined

poses an unacceptable risk and needs to be cleaned

up.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Just which operable

unit is it?

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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MR. JENSEN' That's two dash ten.

Okay. now, the cold waste plan is two

3 dash nine. And that is also -- two dash nine is

4 the cold wait, pond and the sewage lagoon. And

5 that one is also undergoing evaluation right now, a

6 preliminary one, a preliminary evaluation.

7 They'll be relooked at again, also, in

8 the -- in the WAG-wide comprehensive plan. Rut

9 we're taking samples of those this summer.

10 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, when -- when --

11 on two dash ten, when can we expect to hear

12 something about that?

13 MR. JENSEN: As far as public Comeentf

14 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Right.

15 MR. JENSEN: That was last year.

16 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And we won't ever

17 hair about it again?

16 KR. JENSEN: Well, what will have to

19 happen on that one, since it was an Interim action,

20 again from the comprehensive WAG-wide RI/FS, that

21 will have to be looked at from theE standpoint

22 again.

23 Go ahead, Dean. Talk 'to them.

24 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: The reason I'm

25 asking this question is because we sit in these

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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technical briefings, and it's very hard for us to

2 keep track of this. And I realize it takes time,

3 but if you could just keep telling us when we can

4 expect to see these pop up again, it helps us to

5 conceptualize how these pieces fit together.

6 MR. NYGARDt I was giving hand signals to

7 Dave, but I'll just go ahead and answer the

8 question myself. Just -- I think what you're

9 asking is what's the status on the warm waste pond

ID since the last time we were out for public comment

11 on this.

12 The record of decision was signed on that

13 by the three agencies, and the, ware waste pond

14 sediments will be reeediated in accordance with

15 that record of decision that wee signed back in

16 December.

17 The status right now is that we are in

10 remedial design, and there are -- it's in

19 actually developing pilot -- doing some pilot test

20 studies to determine how to extract the

21 contaminants fro■ that sediment to achieve the

22 clean-up levels.

23 So, we're still -- we're still working on

24 that project. If you'd like some more information

25 on that, we can certainly give come more detail.
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umitteaTIFIE0 prksomt Does that -- I'm

just trying to get back to this. Does that include

the sediments in the 'hallow perched water table?

MR. JINSERs That did not.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Where will that be

dealt with?

MR. JENSENt The only place for that,

that I can think of. is In the comprehensive one.

Because that interim action focused on the upper

10 two feet of sediments.

11 OMIDENTIP/E0 PERSON: So, for the -- to

12 Rake sure I understand this, for the war■ waste

13 pond, it was not handled in two dash ten, is that

14 the sediments in the shallow perched pond -- that'■

15 all I'm asking about -- will be handled in two

16 thirteen?

17 MS. GREEN, Can we -- Reuel, can you put

18 up that layer cake elide so we can specifically

19 make sure we've answered your question.

20 MR. MOVLANDt Actually, Lynn, I wonder if

21 you're -- is the question the sediments in this

22 interim action for the ware waste pond and the deep

23 perched sediment■

24 UNIDENTIFIED PERSONt No. No.

25 MR. HOVLAND: -- will all be -- It's not

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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where those will be handled or reevaluated?

2 Because basically, those ere --

3 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I got the answer on

4 the deep perched pond. My question now -- Mary's

5 right. It was vary confusing at the technical

briefing. There axe four waste ponds and one

7 retention basin. They each have a shallow perched

8 water zone, correct?

9 MR. JENSEN: Or have had.

10 UNIDENTIFIED PERSONt Okay. I a■

11 concerned about the sediments in those ■hallow

12 perched water cones, or what used to be, and under

13 which operable units for each of those tie* area■

14 will those be considered?

15 MR. JENSEN: You're talking from here

16 down?

17 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. I don't want

18 to talk from there down. Right there.

19 MR. JENSEN: Right there?

20 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Right there.

21 MR. JENSEN: Right.

22 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: For each of those,

23 which operable unit are they being considered

24 under?

25 MR. JENSEN: It would have to be

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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thirteen, the cOmprehensive. Does that sake sense?

UNIDENTIFIED FERSOMI That lust conflicts

3 with the information we got last week. And that'■

4 why I'm concerned. Because lilt week was -- we

5 thought we were told that the shallow perched zone

would be dealt with the pond above It under those

7 operable units.

I'm just saying that -- you know, I'm

trying to get clarification. And that's why we're

le taking so much time, is we're trying to figure out

11 where these are going to be dealt with.

12 MR. NIGARDe Okay. I think I remeeber

13 soma of that discussion. And there was a lot of

14 confusion when people were talking about the

15 shallow perched, what was bring said. Were we

16 talking about shallow perched sediments, or were we

17 talking about perched water?

16 And my recollection, from the way I heard

19 it, since I was In that room and --

20 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; You should have

21 been in our room.

22 MR. MYGARD; Self, I wss in Idaho falls

23 for several meetings. But anyway, there wee sons

24 confusion there,. And I think what we were talking

25 about -- we talked about the shallow perched --

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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since we've been talking about this aconget

ourselves for so long, we immediately think water.

And that's what we were talking about.

As far as the shallow perched sediment

goes, that le in the issue for the comprehensive

6 RI, the remedial investigation. That Is how it is.

7 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

4 MR. REGARD: Does that clarify it?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Right.

10 MR. REGARD: Clear as a bell? Okay.

11 That's all there is to it.

12 MR. JENSEN: Does that answer this

13 question adequately?

14 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, as long as

15 the record shows what Dean just said and that

16 corresponds to whet actually happened, that's en

17 adequate answer.

18 MR. NYGARD: I think the record doe*. It

19 does now.

20 MR. JENSEN: And you will remind us.

21 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, we will.

22 MS. GREEN: We will remind ourselves,

23 too, Nolan.

24 MR. JENSEN: Right.

25 MS. GREEN: Any other question. before --
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yes, Chuck?

2 MR. BROSCIOUS: Could you tell as what

3 the State budget request for both the oversight

4 program and DIED'a work at INEL is for fiscal year

S '93?

MR. NYGARD: For 'el/ We're requesting

7 for DEQ -- let's see, one point sight.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Oversight?

9 MR. NYGARD: I don't know oversight.

10 MS. GREEN: Any other questions shout

11 the --

12 MR. BROSCIOUS: Can you find out?

13 MR. NYGARD: I Can.

14 MR. BROSCIOUS: Mow about EPA?

13 MR. REGARD: I don't know.

16 MR. BROSCIOUS: Can you find out?

17 MR. NYGARD: Linda Meyer can address that

18 question for EPA with respect to their budget. I

19 don't know that myself.

20 MS. GREEN: Do we have any other

21 question. specifically about the perched water?

22 Yes, air?

23 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I have a question.

24 Does the site occur on the flood plain of the Big

25 Lost River, and what was the ssssssss nt of the risk

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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for flood from the Big Lost River?

MR. HINTON; It's not on the flood plain.

3 UNIDENTIFIED PERROM: It's not?

4 MR. SIKTOM. Mn.

S MR. JENSEN: Not on the hundred year

MR. SINTOM: It's not the PMP, which le

7 the probable maximum.

8 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: What are those

sediments if they're not flood sediments?

10 MR. S/KTON: I'm not exactly sure what

11 the age of those sediments are. Now, they way

12 actually be aedinents of the Big Lost River; but

13 today, it Is not on the flood plain of the Big Lost

14 River.

15 And if I need to clarify that with

16 geologist who can give us ■ore information about

17 the history, the historical geology of the area

18 about where the Big Lost River was, I can do that

19 for you.

20 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Is it not also true

21 that at the time of the Challis earthquake, that

22 the ground --

23 THE REPORTER: I can't hear him.

24 MS. GREEN: The court reporter is having

25 difficulty understanding you. Could you come

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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forward a bit, please.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; I say, in addition

and in response to this. is it not also true that

at the time of the Challis earthquake that the

5 ground in the batin above the INEL, the deep water

6 and the   flood waters from that period.

7 Which was only ten years ago, were lapping at the

doorstep of the RWMC?

MS. GREEN:

10 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; It"s hard to say

11 that's only • 100-year flood plain, if that's

12 what's going on.

13 MS. GREEN: I as not aware of any flood

14 on or near the INCE in the time frame of the

15 Challis earthquake.

16 Reuel, are you --

17 MR. SMITH: I don't know that either.

18 NS. GREEN: Well, he waft stating they

19 were at the RWMC; and I certainly don't know of any

20 at --

11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: At the Spreading

22 area just outside of the RWY4C, there wa■ evidence

23 that there was water there in the last ten years.

24 MS. GREEN: That is true. The water was

25 not from -- resulting from the earthquake as much

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501



Z6
61
 6
1:

ZS
'L

L 
C
 D
aG

. 
mi

l.
 

2

3

4

S

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

67

as it was, to my understanding, just rel  into

the river and wet years, basically.

MR. NYGARD: It was a rapid 'anew melt.

MR. PICOT?: I did the bridge

inspections. the building inspections --

THE REPORTER: I didn't hear what he

said.

MS. GREEN: Here's the microphone.

MR. PIGOTT: I did the bridge

inspections and the building inspection■ the day

after the earthquake. The river, at that time, was

completely dry because I walked underneath the

bridge, and there wasn't any water in the river

coming into the INEL.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, but what

happens for the next six months of de se the

ground -- I mean, there's a road sign up in the

Challis River Basin where they talk about that the

flow of the groundwater Out of those springs end

the flow of the river increased I don't know if

it was ten-fold or something like that -- within

the six months after the earthquake.

MR. PIGOTT' That never got down to

the INEL.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, the water or
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something that Wei in the spreading arse then.

2 MR. PIGOTT: Th■ water -- * lot of

3 that water gets diverted for irrigation. It never

4 even gets to INEL.

5 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Where does the

6 water come from then?

7 MS. GREEN: Bill -- yesh, I think we need

to -- if yon could please ■peak a little bit

9 slower, sir, so that the court reporter could get

10 your question, she'd appreciate it, and we'd

11 appreciate it.

12 The water that entered the spreading

13 areas in the 1983 time frame -- I believe that's

14 whet we're talking about, because that's when I

15 first moved there was there through the flow of

16 the Big Lost River and was diverted into the

17 spreading areet.

18 It was, to my knowledge, never classified

19 as any flood. So, not sure --

20 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, my comment

21 IS, then, the report here needs to ■how that --

22 what the situation of these ponds are in relation

23 to the flood plain of the Rig Lost River, and what

24 the situation is in terse of additional surface

25 waters that may or may not encroach upon the INEL

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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in a reasonable amount of time, which It doss not

show in the report because I have lust been reeding

it.

MS. GREEK: Any other questions, specific

questions, about the TRA Perched Water System

before we begin the formal comment period?

(No response made.)

MS. GREEN: Okay. If there are no more

question*, this is the time when -- time that's

been provided for oral comments on the perched

water proposed plan.

How to stake comments. if you have brought

prepared statements here tonight which you'd like

to have included in the meeting record and

✓esponded to in the responsiveness summary, you say

either read them during the verbal comment segment

of the meeting or simply give the prepared

statement to Reuel Smith, If you have it written

down; and he will enter it into the record.

Do we have the tape recorder here

tonight, Reuel?

RR. SMITH: Yea

MS. GREENt There's also a tape recorder

at the back of the room. If you would rather not

provide your oral Comments in front of the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(8001 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

70

1

2

3

4

audience, you can use that, if you wish.

If you choose not to do to, not to

provide oral comments at this meeting, but you

still wish to provide comments in writing, the

S address whore to send those written comments Le on

6 the back side of the agenda.

7 In addition, there are comment fares at

a the back table specifically for the perched water

9 study. You're welcome to fill out a form tonight

10 and either leave it with Reuel or send it to us.

11 I'll remind you that written and verbal

12 comment■ are given equal consideration, and the

13 comment period for each of these -- for this

14 project and the other two, also, runs through

15 August 5th, 1992.

16 What happens to your comments after

17 you've made them? After the comment period has

18 ended, DOE prepare■ n ewecary of the oral and

19 written coements received on each of the proposed

20 plans. And then the three agencies, DOE, EPA end

21 the State, gat together and *valuate those comments

22 for their -- for addressing the recommendation and

23 then respond to the comments that are relevant to

24 each topic in a document called the responsiveness

25 summary.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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That responsiveness summary is then made

3 available -- it's made part of the record of

3 decision for the project, and it's made available

4 to anyone who has signed the ■ttendence register at

5 the back of the room and to anyone who provides

written raiment, along with a return address.

7 The -- we'd like to provide everybody who

wishes to make an oral comment with five minutes to

do so to ensure that everyone who would like to has

10 ties to do so.

11 At the start of your comment, would you

12 please state your name and spell your name for the

13 court reporter for the record prior to giving your

14 comment?

15 Reuel, has anybody signed up to make oral

16 comments7

17 MR. SMITHS Four people have.

18 MS. GREEN: Four people have?

19 KR. SMITH: And possibly more. You might

20 indicate that it wasn't necessary -- it wasn't

21 necessary to sign up at the reception table.

22 MS. GREEN: Right. If you change your

23 mind and have not -- and would like to make oral

24 comments at the completion of the people who have

25 signed up, there will be an opportunity to do so.
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I'd like to ask the court reporter, are

we ■t a place where -- we don't want to have to

stop in the middle of somebody's comment to change

the tape. How -- how are you is far as that status

goes?

THE REPORTER: Can I check the tape?

NS. GREEN: Would you please?

THE REPORTER: I'll just change it now.

KS. GREEN: Okay. We're ready to start

the formal oral comment session for the Perched

Water at the Test Reactor Area. I guess I'd like

to ask for e show of hands for those who plan to

provide oral comments.

Anybody who would like to volunteer to go

first?

MS. NINEUR: My name is Lynn Mineer,

N-I-N-E-11-R. I have comments on the following

proposed clean up plans at the INEL: the Perched

Water System beneath the Test Reactor Ares,

submitted by the League of Women Voters of MOSCOW,

June 33rd, 1992.

The League of Women Voters of Moscow is

pleased to be able to present theme Comments in

person at a public setting in Northern Idaho. The

League is reassured about our government'■
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1 recognition of the public's right to the

2 opportunity to participate in the clean up process

3 regardless of whether the public chooses to

4 exercise that right in any given time.

5 The, League continues to request language

6 in the INEL Community Relations Plan that will

7 guarantee that at least one public meeting on each

8 clean up project be held in the northern pert of

9 the state.

14 On the Perched Water System beneath the

11 Test Reactor Area, the League has grave

12 reservations about the proposed decision to allow

13 the contaminated sediments in the deep water

14 perched pond to remain there.

15 A risk   based on mean

16 concentrations of contaminant• is In danger of

17 understating the risk. This is of special

18 significance when the decision is to take no

19 action.

20 The League requests that the risk

21 assessment be repeated based on a model that

22 considers the highest concentration before a no

23 action alternative be found acceptable.

24 The League requests written

25 identification of the specific operable units under

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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which each of the five ponds and basins listed es

2 source■ of the shallow water perched system, will be

3 evaluated. This information was. not provided in

4 the June 26th, 1992 Dear Citiren letter.

5 The League also requests written

assurance that the Sediments In the shallow Perched

7 Water System will be included in the Al/FS studies

8 for each of these operable units.

i'd like to point out that those comments

10 were based on that confusion that cams from the

11 technical briefing, and it does Illustrate the

12 kinds of problems we run into when we meet in

13 room up here and deal with people over the

14 telephone In Idaho rolls. Waving said that, we

15 prefer to have the opportunity to have that kind of

16 technical briefing than to have no opportunity at

17 ail.

18 The League objects to the continued use

19 of the war■ waste pond and the cold waste pond in

20 light of the decision to allow the contaminants in

21 the deep perched pond to remain as a source of

22 contamination to the Snake River Aquifer.

23 The League went on, and all of our

24 comments are in one document; so, I'll submit that

25 at the end, if I may.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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NS. GREEN: Thank you.

Lynn, can the court reporter be provided

a copy of what you read from, so she can verify it?

MS. MINEUR: Tee. I just have the other

two that I will read comments on.

KS. GREENt Okay. Thank you.

MS. mcREYNOLDSI Ky name is Mary

McReynolds. I don't have anything written out. I

have severe' concerns about this no action. The

first of which is that this particular system --

and it is a system -- starting with the top

sediment of the warm waste pond on down to the

aquifer that's been divided into four separate

operable units. Somehow It's a divide and conquer

that doesn't take into account that this Is •

dynamic syetes end from one level will go to the

next.

And when we're talking about dealing with

related systems, we are not talking about dealing

with three basically no related no action systems.

We're talking about dealing with operable unit ten,

with operable unit twelve, with operable unit

thirteen and the entire aquifer as one full system.

They are all interrelated. What happens to one

will affect the other from the top down.
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(600) 247-2746 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

76

1

2

3

S

7

a

9

10

11

12

have problems with continued use of the

warn waits pond until 1993, end you're basing a no

action where you don't know what's going to happen

in 1993, a■ well am the main driver for the perched

fluid system, being the cold water waste pond,

which will be an operation which provides 85

percent of the water to the deep sons until the

year 2007 and being completely decommissioned in

2017. I find this rather Confusing that you would

choose to put a no action when this whole system is

still in operation. you don't know.

I have problems with the use of mean

13 concentrations as opposed to range concentrations.

14 Agmln, this ■ay understate the problem. I believe

15 that you should be using the highest concentration

16 level for what you are doing. And I don't know why

17 we were provided with the mean for this particular

19 aquifer unit when you go on to the motor pool, and

19 you give us range as well am giving us range in the

20 Auxiliary Reactor Area. And so -- and I didn't

21 have time to go to the administrative records and

22 look it up, but I believe that those things should

23 be given to us, and I think that it should be based

24 on the high end.

25 I have problems with the idea of the
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contaminant'. Somehow it was explained to us that

the contaminants that are going to be held in the

subsurface level are going to be atabilited there;

and that they're going to be okay there until such

time as -- that you weren't really planning, it

6 didn't sound like at this time until we brought it

7 up in operable unit thirteen, to deal with these

B sediments from ehallow waste and the deep parched

9 -- or the shallow perched and the deep perched --

10 that they're going to be held there with, at this

11 point in time, nothing being don* with it. Tour

12 own research for pit nine on the types of natural

13 plants that grow in the area show that they have

14 root systems that extend down anywhere from ten to

15 twenty feet, which *leans that they can b• brought

16 up.

17 The research for that project also shows,

18 biologically, there are animals in the area that

19 eat thee. things. I have real problems with this

20 being left there for that time frame. All of your

21 concepts are based upon a perfect system. you do

22 not take into account floods that I can see,

23 earthquakes -- and this does lie along the fault

24 line -- all of those things that are reality that

25 actually could happen are not being taken into
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consideration. Life doss not run on a perfect

system.

We only know the concentrations for

contaminants for the warm waste pond. We don't

know the■ for any of the -- there era more than ten

other sites there, not just ones that you listed,

that Contribute to the perched sone. We don't know

the contaminants in those.

Okay. That question was answered. So,

my feeling is, at this point, that we're being a

little precipitous in trying to put through a no

action while, one, the warm waste pond and the cold

waste pond are still being used. I don't see how

you can base any final decisions or assessments

when they're still being used. I don't see how you

can separate out the systems.

So, I hope that you'd have -- if you're

going to do this, that I would wish that they would

be reopened when you do, the whole Operable unit

thirteen of the ■y , you look at as a whole.

They're not separate; and that hopefully, the water

will be exhumed and the contaminants will be

exhumed at that time.

1 would like a list of all contaminants

made public, not just those that are a Concern.
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1 You get a bunch of things that are under one

2 percent, and those can come up to 20 percent real

3 quick. And they have an accumulated risk together.

4 And as my final statement, I would like,

5 at this tins, because all of these thing. -- not

6 just this particular operable unit, but operable

7 units covering an entire 1NEL area -- are all

8 contributing to contamination in the Snake River

Aquifer. I feel that it is time that we move up

10 WAG 10 to the forefront so that when we're looking

11 at each of these separate things that are

12 contributing to contamination to the aquifer, we

13 can know exactly how much this area i■ contributing

14 to the overall aquifer. And we can decide, at that

15 time, whether or not that it's true that we should

16 be, indeed, cleaning this up or whether we can

17 leave it safely.

18 That's all.

19 MS. GREEN: Okay. Any volunteers for

20 oral comments.

21 MR. BROSCIOUS: My friends know that

22 sometimes a little comic relief is helpful for me

23 to keep from getting too caught up in things. This

24 is a cartoon that they ■ent. Thank you, Lynn.

25 The person that did this has a lot of
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extra time, in the tune of a couple of days, and

I'a willing to go into the administrative record

and go through the sampling date. You'll find some

interesting information, but it's not very readily

apparent which it which.

This particular data was -- has been

turned into English ■o you can at least understand

It. but this is Sampling data underneath the test

reactor that --

MR. HOVLAND: I have a question for

clarification. When you say groundwater ■amplee,

is it shallow perched, deep perched; or is it

distinguished there?

MR. BROSC1OUS: The data sheet didn't

specify.

MR. HOVLAND: Okay. So, it could be the

shallow or the deep perched?

RR. BROSCIOUS: It might be either one.

MR. HOVLAND: Or it -- and would it be

the Snake River Plain Aquifer, too?

MR. BROSCIOUS: It could be either of the

three.

MR. HOVLAND: Okay.

MR. BROSCIOUS: What's listed on here la

the -- the radionuclides, the concentration levels;

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(SOO) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501



2

Z6
61

 O
S4
0:
81
 C
 

Oa
Cra
rD

01
UD

TM-00303 (3)

SI

and in thi. column, Is what little information I

2 was able to glean out of the Environmental

3 Protection Agency concerning the currant 1976

4 drinking water limit for contaminants.

5 The far column here Ls the number of

tidies over the EPA limits that this concentration

7 level represents. for -- and aside, it would be

8 interesting -- it sight be interesting for you to

9 know that the drinking water limit is -- new

10 drinking water standards have been drafted, and the

11 plan is to promulgate these new standards_

12 The most significant part of it im that

13 the limits are being raised, not lowered. For

14 instance, cobalt-60, which Is currently at a

15 hundred picocuries per litter, is being raised to

16 218 picocuries per liter. For chromium-51, which

17 is currently at 6,000, is being raised to 38,000.

19 Basically, my interpretation of that is

19 it's related to the Reagan/Bush administration over

20 the past twelve years to raise these limits because

21 the single largest polluter with respect to

22 radionuclides Ls the federal government. And It's

23 in their Interest to raise those limits to MIAIMAIO

24 the impact on than to clean up many of their mites.

25 And there's a significant conflict of interest with
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the polluters setting the standards.

In 1987, the EPA etteepted to promulgate

new standards; and they were sued by the Natural

4 Resources Defense Council, and the courts threw

5 those standards out because they were not

6 protected -- they would not protect human health,

7 the standards that the EPA was trying to

8 promulgate. And, hopefully, some public interest

9 group will have the resources to be able to

10 challenge these new standerds.

11 In this column over here, you can see

12 some pretty big numbers: 122,000 over the limit;

13 105,000 over the limit. In terms of half-lives,

14 many of these have really long half-lives. The

15 cobalt doesn't have such • long one. It's about

16 here. Cesium has 30 years. Amerieiue-241 down

17 here has 432 year. for a half-life. And that's

le only its half-life. That doesn't mean that after

19 423 years -- or 32 years, that it's not going to be

20 toxic or dangerous.

21 Strontium-90 down here at the bottom. If

22 you can see it, has a half-life of 20 years.

23 Tritium has 12 years, plutonium-239 has 24,000

24 years. Europium-152 1s 4,700 years. Europium-154

25 Ls 5,800 years. And europium-165 Is 621 years.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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Down at the bottom, If you add theme

curie concentrations up, you get over 4 million

picocurise per liter. This is underneath the Teat

Reactor Area. This i■ what they want to walk away

from. And this is the information that you're not

getting from DoE, from the State or from EPA. You

won't find that In any of the mailings or the Dear

Citizen lettere.

The lanue has been brought up about the

relative impact of other sites around the INEL that

are contributing. And the fact that they're

looking in narrowly at only these individual waste

areas -- or operable units, not even -- they're not

even doing the whole waste area groups. So, I

think it's -- it's rather interesting to see

hers -- this is, again, DOE data in terms of

mitewide what's been released.

The solid discharge to the environment

1452 to 1981 solid, this is radioactive waste

that's just been buried in underlying ditches.

It's not in any kind of a monitored retrievable

storage, eight million curies over.

The low-level liquid waste, which

"low-level" doesn't mean that it's not risky, it's

just a category, fifty-four curies. These are full
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curiae. These aren't picocurlem. Airborne

tel . 52 to 89, over 13 million.

Now, these other categories down here.

this is in storage. Solid waste, 74 million; high

level liquid waste, this is primarily what's in the

high-level liquid waste tanks. That** how much has

7 been generated, 371 million. Calcine, this is

8 what's in the calcine bin, 64 million.

9 Down at the bottom, is a total of all the

10 radioactive waste that's been generated down there,

11 either In storage or has been disposed, 531

12 million. And there's a note at the bottoa,

13 suggests that it's -- that doesn't include spent

14 fuel that's in storage down there. If it included

15 the spent fuel, it would be many time■ over that.

16 MS. GREEN: Excuse me, Chuck. We've gone

17 ■bout eight or nine minute■ into the five-minute

18 commentary. Are you about to rep it up? If so,

19 I'll let you finish up. If not, I'd like to ask

20 that you provide the remaining --

21 MR. BROSCIOUSI I forgot to tell you, my

22 nem* is Chuck Dromcious, R-R-0-8-C-1-0-U-S,

23 executive director for the Environmental Defense

24 Institute. And you, too, can have a copy of our

25 comments.
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MS. GREEN: For purposes of

clarification, the [fret table that you had up

there, the hist of radionuclides and

4 concentrations, do you have specific reference for

5 that so that we can look --

6 MR. BROSCIOOS: Right there at the top.

7 MR. MOVLANDI Is that in your handout?

8 MR. SROSCIOUSI (Mr. 8roscious nods

9 heed.)

10 MS. GREEN: And the second table, for

11 purposes of clarification, does relate to the

12 entire IREL7

13 MR. SROSCIOUSI Right.

14 MS. GREEN: Thank you.

15 MR. BROSCIOUS: The position that the

16 Environmental Defense Institute has taken le that

17 the no action Alternative is totally unacceptable;

18 that the -- at this present time, the contamination

19 in either the shallow or the deep perched zonea ie

20 acceptable. It can be pumped and treated.

21 The thing is, i■ that if that

22 contaminated wastewater is exhumed, pumped back out

23 to the surface and treated, it's not going to

24 migrate and further contaminate the aquifer. The

25 collective total comprehensive contribution to the
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aquifer i■ substantial. And any additional

contamination that can be remadiated and simply can

be remediated, must be done.

M8. DREES: Did we have another person

signed up? Fes, ma'am? Would you like to come to

the microphone or take the microphone wh 

you'd like to

NS. REGELINs Actually, I'm two people

tonight. The first one I'd like to do i■ read a

statement from two friends of mine who could not be

here. And their names are Patricia and Donald

Scott, S-C-O-T-T. And I will give you this.

And their statement is, We do not feel

that no remedial action is the proper solution for

dealing with the contamination in the Perched Water

System beneath the Tibet Reactor Area, the Motor

Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area and the

Chemical Evaporation Fond at the Auxiliary Reactor

Area.

Dividing INEL into so many elate area

groups, and these into operable unite, May Make it

easier to manage the investigations; but this

fragmentation deem not provide ua with a total

picture. As in all of the, quote, below-risk

lectors, end quote, of all of the operable units of

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

1T4.1
M-01



26
61

 O
L:
90
:4
3t
 E
 D
D
C
I
 n
t
a
 

Pf
CA)

ea
NJ
NJ

TM-00307 (2)

87

ell of the waste area groups together, might result

2 in a level which should demand remedial action.

3 it seems very important to have a preliminary risk

4 assessment of the whole area in order to come up

5 with valid solutions.

6 We yonder about the wisdom of averaging

7 the concentrations of contaminants found in

8 different areas. Using the highest concentrations

9 would change the picture drastically. Revisions in

10 whet is considered safe concentrations for these

11 contaminants have always been downward instead of

l2 upward, and It makes more sense to err on the

13 conservative side if we cannot be sure, just what Is

14 safe.

15 Finally, whet are, quote, safe

16 concentrations, end quote, for all of the

17 populations, flora and fauna, found in the INEL

18 area? We do not believe that the safe

19 concentration level for the harvester ant, for

20 example, i■ known; yet the conclusion is made that

21 no harm will occur to humans or the environment.

22 Do we even know how many species are in the

23 environment?

24 Then for myself, I'm Louise Regelln. I'm

25 a local attorney. I'm a member of League of Women
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Voters, and I'■ state president of the Idaho

American Association of University Woman. And as

such, I work with and deal with my branches that

4 are all over the state, including branches in

5 Burley, Rupert, Twin Falls, Pocatello and Idaho

6 Falls. And a number of ay people are quits

7 concerned about this, as I am.

First otf, I want to say thank you for

9 this opportunity. We do appreciate being able to

10 have our input because many of us do express

11 statewide interest as opposed to, quote, parochial

12 interests. And my comments are really a

13 continuation a■ were expressed at the last

14 opportunity that we had in Moscow via speaker

15 phone.

16 And I want to raise those same three

17 issues because I still don't believe they've been

le adequately addressed. One of them has already been

19 raised: and that la the feet that, for a lot of us,

20 we find that a decision for no action is not an

21 acceptable solution.

22 My first point that I raised, again,

23 earlier -- and I want to raise again because I feel

24 it has not been addressed -- is what options were

25 considered? We've never been made privy to that

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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information. What did they coat? Why were they

rejected? And are those all the options?

3 I remember reading a book called The

4 Third Alternative, and that is that we need to

5 continually seek to find new and innovative

6 solutions. Why were the options that were chosen,

7 chosen? And in this cm, the option of no action

8 is, I believe, not well supported. Why were other

9 solutions rejected? I don't believe that

10 information has been provided. And whet factor

11 and/or element was regarded as the decisive factor?

12 The second one is what is the role of

13 this partial solution as a -- or choice, whichever

14 you want to call it -- in this total picture? What

15 Is the cumulative effect or result of the fact of,

16 in effect, no action being taken? And I think a

17 number of other speakers have addressed that Issue

18 very weil. And that delaying is not going to

l9 improve the situation.

20 We need progress. Costs will only

21 Increase, if we want to look at the, picture of

22 dollars. we are going to have to clean these

23 things up. The problems will more likely be

24 exacerbated, as an example, the perched water table

25 Situation. The water will continue, through
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gravity and various other thing., to migrate

further from the surface; and the risk levels w111

3 rise. And, of course, the cost.

4 The third one is why do we, as citizens.

5 not her* the right to be involved and informed at

6 all levels during these procedures! Because we can

7 like it or not, but we're ell part of the Snake

8 River system, which Is part of the Columbia River

0 system. And, indeed, that aquifer that we're

10 talking about down there, whether we're talking

ii about the Lost River or the Snake River, are part

12 Of the same mystic.

13 And I think as anyone one who works, as I

14 frequently do, with future development water in

15 this part of the world and probably in the entire

16 world, will be the critical element that will

17 determine whether there will be development or no

IS development.

19 So, a cure, If you want to call it that,

20 or ■ complete solution ten be effected in the near

21 future, ■eaning before the turn of the century. If

22 we welt longer than that, I's not at all convinced

23 that a solution can be achieved. Remediated

24 action, possibly, but nothing that would be a,

25 quote, solution.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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I appreciate the fact that we are making

progress. I think having real bodies here this

3 time is a step In the right direction. However,

4 I'm afraid we're not making progress fast enough,

5 particularly in the efforts to take remedlatIon.

6 we do need Information, and Mr. 8rosciou■

7 has just given us moms specificity. And while I

8 know that numbers can be made to jump through

9 hoops, I do think cumulative effects are something

10 that have not been adequately addressed. So, I

11 would ask that the powers that be act now to make

12 proactive decisions rather than no active decisions

13 and to make those decision■ keeping the benefit of

14 both the people of the area, not just Idaho, but

15 the whole Pacific Northwest and country and our

16 environment in mind. And the decisions that have

17 been proposed in these three situations, I don't

'5 feel do that.

19 Thank you.

20 MS. GREEN: Are there any others wishing

21 to make oral comments tonight on the Perched Water

22 System?

23 (No response made.)

24 MS. GREEN: Okay. With that, I'd like to

25 remind you that if you do have additional comments

CLEARWATER.REPORTING
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1 you'd like to make before the close of the comment

2

4

period on this, that you say provide additional

written comments until the close of that period,

August 5th, 1992.

5 And if we could take approximately a

6 15-minute break between the two portion* of the

7 meeting; end when we result*. we will discuss the

8 CFA Motor Pool Pond and the ARA Chemical

Evaporation Pond.

10 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON' Could that just be

11 a 10-minute break beeline• there', a lot of us that

12 want to go home, too.

13 MS. GREER' I'll second a ten-minute

14 break.

15 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Ten minutes.

16 (Whereupon, the proceeding■ were in

17 recess from 8,30 p.m. to 8145 p.m., and the

18 following proceedings were had and entered of

19 record.)

20 NS. GREEN: Reuel, I believe you have an

21 introduction to make.

22 MR. SMITH: Yes. I'd like to introduce

23 Betty Benson, local legislator from the Moscow

24 area. Is it a floaterial district or....

25 NS. BENSON' No. It's just District S.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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MR. SMITH: And I just appreciate you

being here and wanted to recognize that.

MS. GREEN: Okay. From here On out,

we'll be talking about the Motor Pool Pond and

Chemical Evaporation Pond proposed plans. And, es

6 I mentioned before, we combined these beCaues

7 they're similar. They're both relatively 'Men

E sites. They're both pond sediments from inactive

9 ponds. They're no longer in use. A Similar

10 approach was used In evaluating them. And in each

11 of them, we have arrived with the seem proposal of

12 no action.

13 I'd like to reintroduce respective

14 managers of these sites for EPA and the State. On

15 my immediate left is To■ Stoops, who Is the project

19 manager for the Chemical Evaporation Pond.

1/ At your far left, 12 Dave Frederick, who

18 is the State's project manager for the Motor Pool

19 Pond. And at your far right is Linda Meyer, who

20 is, again, represZnting EPA on all three plane here

21 tonight.

22 With that, Nolan, I guess I'll turn

23 things back over to you to present the Motor Pool

24 Pond. Nolen Is also the project manager for DOE

25 for this project. also.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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I MR. JENSEN: Okay. I've got it. Okay.

2 These two presentations will go a little more

3 Quickly. Thi• one it the operable unit four dash

4 eleven. As you can see. it's the Motor Pool Pond

5 at the Central Facilities Area.

6 And what this totems specifically on, as

7 shown at the bottom of the slide here, IS

evaluating the sediment■ in the pond., the

9 contamination in the Sediments.

10 Okay. This -- could you maybe -- let's

LI ■how another photograph of the pond first.

12 MR. SMITH: Okay.

13 MR. JENSEN. It's the third one down

14 • there. Just to remind you what the pond looks

15 like -- that was a bad idea. Forget it.

L6 MR. SMITE Here it lg.

17 MR. JENSENI Sorry, Reuel. Okay. Thi■

18 Is a photograph of the Motor Pool Pond or what used

19 to be the pond. It's about 'that area right there.

20 And this little sign right here, just in case

21 you're Interested, all of the sites that will be

22 looked at under the agreement, the federal facility

23 agreement, have these little sign■ out there to

24 mark them. And that's what that little sign

25 Okay. What is the story behind the Motor

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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Pool Pond? This is the service station at the

Central Facilities Area. It's bigger than the one

you have downtown hare; but essentially, it does a

lot of the same things. This is for the fleet

vehicles and the equipment that are used out et the

site. And they do maintenance, oil changes, that

sort of thing, at the service station.

This is a photograph of one of the bays

inside of the service station. What happens is, as

the operations go on in hare, some of the liquids,

like grease or oil, come off of the vehicles and 50

into these grates her• and go into a sump or a

vault underneath.

This next photograph is a wash bay on the

outside of the service station, and vehicles are

washed here. And the wash water goes into this

grate and, again, into a sump. After it goes into

the soap, there is a pipe connected to it. And it

cones -- this is the service station back here.

The water comes through a pipe. This is

approximately east that the pipe would cone from

the station. it outfIows at the back of this

ditch, runs along the ditch and then into the Motor

POOL Pond.

And, again, I spoke in present terms; but
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that operation hasn't been going on since 1985.

The pond hasn't had any discharge since 1985-

MR. BROSC10087 Excuse me. If I were to

4 take your characterization of that, it would be

S just like the Conoco station ■ half a block away up

6 here that just simply does routine maintenance and

7 that sort of thing, which is simply not the case.

8 That particular facility has been used to

decontaminate vehicles, as I pointed out in the

10 briefing. And, also, as cited here, it's been

11 standard operating practice to minimize the spread

12

l3

of contamination from the site. Obviously,

vehicles pick contamination up as they travel

14 around the site. There's contamination that ends

15 on the top -- or wherever on the vehicles, in

16 addition to other vehicle■ that stay on the site.

17 And it ha■ been used for decontamination.

18 Otherwise, you wouldn't have ended up with

19 radionuclides in the pond. 'And I really object to

20 your characterization that it's just some ordinary

21 shop that just ■imply wash.. vehicles, because it's

22 not just an ordinary shop that washes vehicles.

23 It's a deCOntaaination place. Maybe not a high

24 level decontamination -- I'm not saying it's a hot

25 apot, but p  be candid.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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MR. JENSEN: I was being candid.

Sill, is it used for decontamination or

just welshing?

MR. PIGOTTI They pressure wash the

5 vehicles before they take the* in.

6 MR. JENSEN: Right.

7 MS. GREEN: I think if I can I think

A Chuck is saying de facto decontamination. I moan,

9 Lt nay not be intended to be high-level

19 decontamination; but, in fact, just due to the

11 presence of some of the radioactive contamination

12 in the pond, we know that it must have washed off

13 some contamination.

14 Is that a fair representation, Chuck?

15 MR. JENSEN: And, again, in no way do I

16 mean to minimise that. hut I'm just trying to

17 explain the operations, and they are normal

18 maintenance operations. That's what it'■ there

19 [or. However, as you will ■me. it did cause

20 contamination.

21 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And it hasn't been

22 in operation since '867

23 RR. JENSEN: It was taken out of

24 operation in '05, the pond was. The service

25 station is still there.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Thank you.

2 MR. JENSEN: Okay. What was done to find

out what was there, in 1989, fifty-one samples were

4 collected at the -- at the Motor Pool Pond.

5 Samples were collected at various depths from zero

5 to fifteen fest.

And the next slide, we'll show you the

contaminants that, In the risk  , were

9 found to be of greatest concern. And especially

10 the ones that are highlighted here weri of

11 particular Concern.

12 Okay. What was, as far as exposure --

13 yes?

14 MS. KINEUR1 Could you go back

15 to that slide?

16 MR. JERSENt Yes.

17 XS. REREURI Can you tell Me --

18 THE REPORTER: I can't hear her.

19 MS. OREM Lynn, you need to speak

20 up.

21 MS. MINEUR: Can you tell ■e whet portion

22 of the risk the highlighted contaminants were?

23 MR. JENSEN: GO ahead, Dave.

24 MR. FREDERICEt Sure I can.

25 KR. JENSEN: Dave's got that right off

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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the top of his head.

MR. FREDERICK: For the carcinogenic

risk, there is -- 46 percent of it is for -- from

4 the PCB. The beryllium is 15 percent; barium-137M,

5 which is a decay product of cesium-137, contributes

6 about 20 percent of the risk. And the

7 plutonium-231 contributed 2 percent.

6 MS. KINEUR: What vas PCB? Did you say

9 45 percent?

10 MR. FREDERICK: 46 percent.

11 MS. M/NEUR: Thank you.

12 MR. BROSCIOUSt And there was no

13 cobeIt-60 in there?

14 MR. JENSEN: I don't remember if it was

15 detected or not.

16 MR. STARISICK: No, not detected.

17 That's indicative of the fact cobalt-60 was not

IR detected in that pond. And that would indicate

19 that the contaminants were -- that the contaminants

20 were introduced to the pond some time ago because

21 cobalt-60 and cesium-134 are gamma-emitting

22 radionuclides with short half-lives.

23 MR. JENSEN: This is Nick Stanisich, by

24 the way. He did some of the work on this project,

25 a lot of the work on this project. And Mike Spry
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1 sitting next to hi■ did a lot of work on this

2 project.

3 KR. BROSCIOUS: Excuse me, but the

4 administrative record dose mention cobalt-60. It

S also mention■ potassium-40, lead-212, radium-226

6 and radium-226. I'm sorry, lead-212, radium-226.

7 MR. JENSEN: Are you looking -- are you

a sure you're not looking at ARA, the next one? I

9 don't know. We'll cheek.

10 MR. BROSCIOUS: Central facility.

11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I'■ sure that

12 cobalt-60 was not detected. Potassium-40 ■ay have

13 been detected, but it's a natural occurring

14 radionuclide. So, if it was detected, it certainly

15 wasn't due to any contrthution from wastewater fro■

16 the CFA Motor Pool Pond.

17 MR. JENSEN: Okay. Let's -- let'■ look

16 at now the exposure roots that were evaluated for

19 the Motor Pool Pond. first of ell, there

20 were -- there were both occupational exposures

21 evaluated. And, again, similar to the Perched

22 water System, it was evaluated what would happen if

23 someone moved out there and lived there in the

24 future.

25 In both cases what was evaluated were the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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impacts of breathing sediments, contact with the

akin or dermal absorption, ingestion of the soil

3 and the contaminant and then exposure to the

4 radiation, direct exposure.

5 So, now going directly to the results of

6 those calculations, as you can see here, for the

7 occupational scenario, which is -- right now there

8 are about 1200 people employed at CFA. And this --

9 this is just to, again, point out the fact that it

10 is -- [NEL Is a restricted access area. And the

11 occupational scenario was the one that was

12 evaluated for the current period for today.

13 And, am you can sem, for carcinogenic

14 risk -- this is carcinogenic risks -- the

IS calculations came out to one in one million

16 incidents.

17 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Excuse me, in your

18 table, you've got four in a million. Table two in

19 the Dear Citizen letter, page 6-6, total worker

20 risk, site-specific, four in a million.

21 KR. JENSEN: Okay. Theta the difference

22 between -- that's the difference between the

23 default and the site-specific; is that right?

24 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. That is

25 site-specific. Default is four in 10,000.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(BOO) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 03501

102

1

2

MR. JENSEN: Which one? Do we have a

typo? Okay. We say have a typo. We may have a

3 misteks in our proposed plan. This is out of the

4 RI report?

S UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. That is not

6 what we have.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. That may be a

mistake.

9 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Definitely 1• a

10 mistake.

11 MR. JENSEN: Okay. We've got an

:Orlourm:12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: That whole

13 on carcinogenic risk A doesn't match whet we have.

14 Just for the radionuclide chemicals and the

15 occupational --

16 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: These are the right

17 numbers.

11 N$. REGELINz Where did theme numbers

19 come from?

20 MR. JENSEN: Obviously, there

21 was a mistake in communications or a typographical

22 error or something. The numbers for that should

23 have come from the remedial investigation report.

24 We can show you the remedial investigation report

25 where those were summarized, and it matches up with

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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this table.

MS. GREEN: Nolan, what are the

3 differences between what'■ in the plan and what'■

4 up there?

5 KS. REGELIN: A lot.

6 KR. JENSEN: Yeah. There are a few.

7 Let's see, the first one -- yap. This is

8 it. Okay. The first one is -- let me go to the

9 screen here. The first one is in the plan. This

10 is three instead six in the plan. That one is the

11 sane.

12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And look at the

13 ratio, please.

14 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Three In ten

15 thousand instead of six in a hundred thousand.

16 KR. JENSEN: So, we put a number that was

17 too high in the proposed plan for the default

16 value.

19 NS. GREEN: Right. The numbers that are

20 in the proposed plan consistently -- show

21 consistently greater risk than what is really in

22 the remedial investigation report. And these are

23 the correct numbers.

24 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Now do we know

25 that?
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REGELIII: This is your official

publication to the public saying these are the

numbers.

MS. GREEN: I quell: they -- what also

needs to be identified is the numbers that are in

this pIan would not -- they're still within the

acceptable risk range essentially. That would not

change the proposal.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Actually, they're

not because the acceptable risk range vas one in

ten thousand to one in one million. And what we

have here is four in ten thausand to four in a

million. So, they really aren't in an acceptable

range.

KR. SROSCIOUSI They're not the right

numbers.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I know they're not

the right numbers but --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; We didn't know

that.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. And nobody

said any different than when we went through with

because I believe when we look at the technical

briefing --

MR. JENSEN: I think in the proposed

CLEARWATER REPORTIKO
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plan -- let's see, those are still all within -- in

bath cases, all within the -- within the range.

KS. GREEN: The four in ten thousand is

4 the default. And the site-specific is well within

5 the range. And that's what the actual risk

6 management decision would be based on.

7 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: But my point is

8 this: For instance, as an example, the first

9 heading under site-specific, in your printed

10 materials, it says three in ono billion. Up there

11 it says seven in ten million. You have to

12 understand my suspicion as to -- ere you lying

13 hare? Or are you lying there? Or are both of them

14 wrong?

15 MR. JENSEN: The proposed plan was

16 supposed to come from the RI report; and Dave

17 picked up one mistake, and we corrected that one.

18 I thought we checked it several times. So, these

19 are the correct numbers. And these are the ones in

20 the report, correct?

21 MR. STANISICH: These are the ones in the

22 report. I'll show them to you, if you'd like.

23 These are the numbers we calculated. They're the

24 same as those numbers. And it's not a matter of

25 someone lying to someone else. It's a matter of a

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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typographical error or a mistake in

miscommunications. If you'd like to see these, I'd

3 be glad to show them to you.

4 Would you like copies of this?

5 UNIDENTIFIED PERSONS It would be nice.

6 KS. GREEN: Do we have a Xerox here that

we can go have copies made for everyone?

8 MR. SMITH: Do you want to talk to that

9 eny longer?

10 KR. JENSEN: Not vales:: there are

questions.

12 MR. BROSCIOUS: In terms of your

13 contaminants of concern in rating the Oak Ridge

14 survey sampling, which found organics that era net

15 listed on your contaminants of concern, which

16 included the 2-butenone at levels of 190 micrograms

17 per kilograms -- or whatever 'ug" stands for.

18 Trichloroethane at 25 ug; toluene, which also isn't

19 listed, at 32 eq per kilogram; methylene chloride,

20 which isn't listed, at 460 ug per kilogram; acetone

21 at OS ug par kilogram; tetrachlOroethylene at 76

22 ug; 4-methyl 2-pentanone ■t greater than 8,300 ug

23 per kilogram. At least nine of these organic

24 Contaminant■ exceed EPA CRQL criteria and are not

2S listed here.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 NS. GREEN: I think Nick can respond to

2 that question.

:3 MR. JENSEN: Go ahead, Nick.

4 NR. STANISICK: Okay. The organic

contaminants that you're referring to, the

6 environmental survey did -- In approximately 1987

7 or '68 -- I can't recall which year -- several of

8 those contaminants that you listed were detected in

the pond from our Sampling also. But during the

10 concentration toxicity screening process, they were

11 eliminated because they don't -- they didn't add

12 any additional risk. They were at such low

13 concentrations.

14 Other things like 2-butenone are commonly

15 found in all soil samples and are generally

16 disregarded. The concentrations are -- are quite

17 low, and they were all in the micrograms per

18 kilogram range, which 15 parts per billion.

19 it's not that we didn't disregard these

20 chemicals, nor did we know they existed. One, our

21 sampling didn't confirm sone of their results. And

22 in those instances where our sampling did confirm

23 their detections, it turns out that they were at

24 such low concentrations that they didn't add any

25 additional risk or any significant risk; and
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therefore, they weren't added into the risk

MS. MEYER: Chuck, you were referring to

the CROL, and those are quantitation limits. So,

5 it's a method, when you analyze ■ ■ample, that's

6 the maximum level at which you can quantitatively

state it's actually there.

B MR. STOOPS; It'■ part of what's required

by EPA protocol. Your Jab ha■ to be able to detect

10 to that level

11 NS. NEVER, It's a tasting method.

12 KR. STAKISICK: it's not • Level that is

13 a contaminant cleae-up level or anything like that.

14 KR. BROSCIOUS; I'■ not suggesting it Is.

15 But significant amounts of it were detected, you

16 know. I don't know when the Oak Ridge thing was --

17 MR. STAWISICH: '87 or '88.

18 KR. BROBCIOOS: It'■ not that old.

19 KR. STAKINICH: No, it isn't that old.

20 And, like I's saying, their sampling was designed

21 to take a quick look at the CFA Motor Pool Pond

22 sediments. I believe they took probably three or

23 four samples in three locations. Whereas, we did a

24 such more extensive investigation at 51 locations.

25 We must have taken -- I don't know -- 160 seeples,

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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something like that. That's just a guess, but

quite a few.

It's like I stated earlier, our sampling

validated some of those detections: and we agree

5 that there's methylene chloride and toluene in the

6 pond, but they ware at low enough concentrations

7 that they don't add significant risk. Some of the

others that you described, we didn't detect.

9 Although, we sampled for those compound levels.

10 MS. MINEUR: Can you go back to the slide

11 that --

12 MR. JENSEN: Do you want to give her the

13 mike?

14 MS. MINEUR: The question that I asked

15 earlier, and I'm just trying to make sure I

16 understood what you said, was the PC8 and the

17 beryllium together constituted 61 percent. And in

18 the technical briefing, we were dealing with

19 much higher numbers. We were talking about

20 concentrations that were driving the risk

21 ****** ments to like 80, 95 percent.

22 I don't understand, if those two

21 together are just 65 percent, it seeds to me that

24 40 percent or 35 percent of other elements is a

25 significant amount; and the mese an the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 radionuclides. With the Barium and Plutonium, if I

2 wrote down the right numbers, they only constitute

3 22 percent. So, either I'm not understanding how

4 this process works; or I did write down the wrong

5 numbers.

6 KR. FREDERICK: Okay. Can you hear me

7 ■11 right? Everybody hear se okay? The two ere

Seemed, for starters. What I the numbers I gave

9 you were to address total carcinogenic risk. So,

10 if you had 61 percent from the chemicals and 21

11 percent fro■ the radionuclides, that would leave

12 you with 81 percent. And going over the list here,

13 it appears that one ■ote radionuclide should be

14 highlighted. That would be americlue-241, which

15 constitutes 15 percent of the risk.

16 NS. NiOEUR: So, americium, alone, is

17 15 percent?

18 NR. FREDERICK: 15 percent, correct.

19 NS. MINEUR: Thanks. That makes

20

21 MR. FREDERICK; Does that clarify your

22 question all right?

23 MS. NINEURI Tee. Thank you.

24 MR. FREDERICK; Good.

25 MR. JENSEN: Okay. Now, do we have our

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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slidea7

Okay. Now, do these match the proposed

3 plan? Again, this is for future residential. It

4 was Looked at in 30 year■ from today end at 100

5 years from today. And is this the 100-year number?

6 I'm trying to remember now. Is this the 100-year

7 number?

6 MR. STANISICHT 100 yearn, Yell.

9 MR. JENSEN: Okay. And that's the --

10 that'■ the carcinogenic risk. This le the

11 noncarcinogenic risk number, and it's point seven,

12 which is less then the hazard index of one. So,

13 again, quickly, as you know, we're recommending

14 that no action be taken on this site either.

15 Okay. Any questions before we move on to

16 the next one/

17 MS. GREER: The way the agenda is set up

18 in that unless there are specific questions of

19 clarification on this presentation, we'd like to

20 move on to the motor -- or to the Chemical

21 Evaporation Pond and then deal with general

22 questions on both of those before we go into the

23 public comment session.

24 MS. REGELIN1 Point of information. We

25 discussed or was presented to us that this drainage

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 used this ditch. Wa■ any -- and we mentioned there

2 wen 51, 1 believe, tent sites. Was any testing

3 done In the ditch?

4 MR. JERSENz Yes. Do you remember how

S ■any?

6 MR. STANISICK: Yes, at several

7 locations(

8 KS. REGELIN: In the batten, I hope.

9 MR. STAMISICM: I hope so. too. No, I

10 know for a tact.

11 MR. FREDERICK: I might like to point out

12 to further address your question, there's sediments

13 piled along the ditch that were apparently

14 excavated from the ditch to improve the flow of

15 water. And they ware sampled es well.

16 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Do you have another

17 one of those nice little charts that shows where

18 all the samples were taken?

19 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I think there are

20 diagrams In the RI.

21 KR. JENSEN: Pull that oat of there.

22 MR. FREDERICK: There's a map.

23 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And just one

24 question. These guys are -- ell of these

25 contaminants are also tested against background; is

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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that correct/

MR. STANISICH: Rot all.

ON1DEKTIFIED PERSON: Rot all/ wail,

certain things Ilk, the man-cads products they

didn't teat against background; but the ones that

are natural occurring, you test against background

ee well/

MR. STANISICH1 We compare against

background to offer perspective. We don't

eliminate any compounds in the risk  

based on comparison to background, but to offer

12 perspective.

13 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

14 MR. STANISICM: For the CPA Rotor Pool

15 Pond, we didn't subtract background for any of the

16 contaminants.

17 MR. JENSEN: Are you done?

IS MR. STANIS1CN: 'fee. We didn't subtract

19 background for any of the contaminants, but we did

20 go Into a lengthy discussion of background and how

21 these numbers compare to background.

22 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

23 MS. REGELINi It doesn't make any

24 difference.

25 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: You're going to
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have to bring it over here

MR. JENSEN; This is a foldout In the NI

report that you can see in the administrative

record. It's In the back

MR. STAKISIEM: This is where the pipe

comas in. The outlet is right here. This is the

ditch, and these are the samples taken in the pond.

Thee. are samples taken in the ditch. Now, It

doesn't look like there were a lot of samples in

the ditch; but what we did is we took composite

samples. Took samples about every ten or twenty

meters, I'm not sure, and composited thee, and then

Peopled that volume. Got representation of the

entire ditch.

UNIDENTITIED PERSON: The entire length

of the ditch is what?

MR. STANISICR: I want to say 550 feet,

but I'■ not sure.

MS. REOELINg My question ls, Were there

51 samples and Si sites?

MR. STANISICR: Sample locations.

MS. REGELIN: There ain't that many

red dote.

MR. STANISICHt Well, what you see

here is the number■ that are ■tacked vertically,

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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there were samples taken at depth -- different

depths. And that's what you're seeing here.. And

then there are replicate samples in here as well.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: What are all these

down here at the bottom?

MR. STANISICH; Those are the

7 backgrounds. That's where we took the background

samples.

9 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: What's separating

10 this ditch? What's all of this topographical down

11 to here?

12 MR. STANISICH: What we've got here,

13 this is an old gravel pit that was used probably to

14 Construct this road. Theme era a couple of stock

15 piles of some -- of gravel or topsoil, perhaps; and

16 thin Is an undisturbed area back here.

17 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; Is that a roadway

18 that's going past there?

19 HR. STANISICH: Yeah, I believe so.

20 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; Where's the gravel

21 from?

22 MR. STANISICH: These piles?

23 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah.

24 MR. STANISICH: Well, actually -- no,

25 I. looking at that wrong. Those are depressions.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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Those are where they excavated addition -- I'm

2 sorry, yes, they're additional barrow pits.

3 Okay. Anything else on this?

4 RR. BROSCIOUS; Could you tell co what

S the comparable toxicity between 4-methyl

2-pentanone is in comparison to the other chemicals

7 that you found?

8 MR. JENSEN; No.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Okay.

10 MR. JENSEN: 4-methyl --

11 MR. BROSCIOUS: Because I'■ sorry, I'm

12 still going back to Oak Ridge. But they found

13 8,300 elcregram■ per kilogram as opposed to the

14 PCB's, which were at 1,407 micrograms. I'm just

15 curious of what the toxicity would be.

16 MR. STANISICH: We have a Slid, with that

17 on it. What you have to look at is -- we have •

18 slide that I'll show you now. But what you have to

19 loot at in comparison is not only the toxicity, but

20 the concentrations too. The amount there plus the

21 concentration adds up. So, there'■ two things

22 involved in that.

23 MR. BROSCIOUS: That's what vs

24 suggesting, because there's eight times the

25 concentration of the 4-methyl.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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MR. STARISICH: Okay. As you can ate in

the screening process, we did look at 4-methyl

3 2-pentanone -- now, what did you want it compared

4 to? PCSe. aroclor-12601 is that correct?

S MS. REGELIN1 I thought it was the --

MR. STANISICR: Tetrachloroethlene or

7 trichloroethana?

MS. REORLIN: That LAS the butanone or

whatever it is.

10. MR. STARISICH! The concentration, the

11 maximum soil concentrations are in this Coltan, the

12 milligrams per kilogram that we detected, not

13 enough fro■ Oak Ridge's detections.

14 MR. IIROSCIODSs I can't imagine that high

15 of a concentration would just sort of disappear and

16 does for years.

17 MR. STANISICEt As you can see, when

18 the -- when the reference dose, the measure of

19 toxicity, is multiplied by the concentration, then

20 we come up with a number here. All those numbers

21 are added up to normalise. And then each one, a

22 percentage of contribution is listed in this

23 column. Not a percentage, but the ratio. And then

24 the percentage is listed in this column.

25 So, we can see when the toxicity is
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multiplied by the concentration, these are the

values you got. And moat of them did not

contribute significantly. They were all lees

than -- well, actually they're all -- really,

these are -- and I agree with you, you read about

these thing■ in the papers. People talk about them

7 in term■ of, Oh, they're toxic ssbstence■ or

8 carcinogenic substances; but in the respective

9 Concentration and tositity compared to the other

10 contaminants, they turned out not to be.

11 MS. GRESS: For this specific site.

12 MR. STARISICH: reek, for this specific

13 site, they turned out not to be important. For

14 other sites, they may be important when they're

15 compared to other contaminants.

16 NS. GREEN: If there are no other

l7 specific questions on the CFA Motor Foci Pond

18 presentation, we'll go to the presentation on the

19 Chemical Evaporation Pond. Before we do that, I'd

20 like to now introduce Randy targelt. Randy is the

21 project manager for EG i G Idaho on this project,

22 and be will give a brief presentation on the

23 Chemical Evaporation pond.

24 And then I'd like to remind you, again,

25 that after he'll completed his presentation, there

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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will be another opportunity for general questions

2 and answers on both of these two -- last two plans.

3 And then we'll go into the formal public Comment

4 session on both the Che■ical Evaporation Pond end

5 the Motor Pool Pond.

6 Randy?

7 MR. 6ARGELT, Thank you, Lisa. A■ Lisa

8 said, I'll present the presentation for operable

9 unit 5-10, which is Chemical Evaporation Pond,

10 waste area group five, which includes the Power

11 Burst Facility area, which we talked about four

12 months ago and the Auxiliary Reactor Ares.

13 And similar to the Motor Pool Pond, we

14 are talking, again, about just the sedieent■ and

15 the risks those pose to Malian health and the

16 environment.

17 Okay. This is the Auxiliary Reactor

18 Area-I facility here, and the -- the Auxiliary

19 Reactor Area is composed of four facilities. And

20 all those facilities around here are shut down and

21 not being used any sore and are scheduled for what

22 we call

23 D and 0, which is decontamination and

24 decommissioning.

25 Right here is the -- this is the outer

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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limit of the Chemical Evaporation Pond. And you

Can tee right here, there's •n area that's vet.

And this picture was taken when the pond was -- was

4 Used. And the pond was used free 1971 to 1989.

5 And wastewater was discharged from this building

6 hero through a discharge pipe to the pond.

7 And if you notice the green arra right

here, you can tell there is sops vegetation that

9 has started to grow because it's been wet there for

10 quite. a period of time.

11 This is a schematic diagram of the

12 picture you just sew. And housed In this building

13 during that time, again, fro■ 1971 to 1968, was a

14 print shop, a radiological Iab and a material*

15 testing Lab. And wastewater was discharged

16 about -- about 300 feat through • pipe to the

17 Chemical Evaporation Pond. And the area here, if

18 you notice by the star, was the area of highest

19 concentration, which is basically the ■ase area you

20 saw where the vegetation was in the previous

21 picture. That was about 100 square feet.

22 Phil le a picture that was taken about

23 two weeks ago. And you'll notice vegetation Is now

24 dying Off. And that arse where the star was is

25 this area here. And also, an area of higher

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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concentration within that was right In this area

where the discharge pipe discharged to the pond.

A picture of the pond again, which is

right En here, stressed vegetation and the building

that housed the lab and the print ;shop. And this

looks very similar to the previous presentation.

During the last characterization in '90, we took

160 samples, and those samples were taken from the

surface to the top of the basalt. And then the

maximum depth to the top of the basalt with the

alluvium, was four feet. It averaged about two

feet. So, the sediments are very thin In this

area. And we did detersive the nature and extent

of the contamination within that 100 square foot

area.

Similar slide; different contaminants.

The contaminants we were concerned with were called

out in the toxicity screening. And these are the

contaminants of concern or the risk drivers,

essentially, for the risk ssssssss nt on this

project.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Just so we can see

if we've got similar numbers because our numbers

have been different between the technical briefing

and these, what I have down under carcinogenic risk
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is for cesium-134 ■nd 137 to be 35 percent of the

occupational risk.

MR. BARGELT: We prepared some pie charts

4 after the briefing we had with you to show you

5 this.

6 MR. STAIIISICM: For the -- for the

7 Occupetional risk -- and this relates specifically

to direct exposure. Nov, this talks about direct

9 exposure from radionuclide■ to a person who ■ay

10 enter the pond. And, an you see, I'm not ■o sure

11 about whet the number* you got over the phone were.

12 But cobalt-60 is a big contributor. Cesium-134 is

13 a big contributor, and barium-137 or cesium-137 is

14 also another big contributor fro, direct exposure.

15 At this point in the pond, direct radiation is the

16 overriding risk driver. It far outweighs all. the

17 Other*.

18 MR. BARGELT: Does that answer your

19 question?

20 KR. 8TANISICM: And that's just for the

21 oCcepational scenario as it exists now.

22 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON! Okay. What about,

23 then, the residential --

24 THE REPORTERt I can't hear her- I

25 didn't hear her question.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 MS. GREEN: Could you repeat the

2 question, please, for the court reporter?

3 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Oh, yeah. I just

wanted to know, we received some numbers during the

5 technical briefing about the contaminants of

6 concern and what percentage points they were. And

7 some of then related to occupational safety; some

to residential. And I wanted hi■ to confirm these

9 numbers just because we've had differences In

10 nuabers between the two-

11 MR. STANISICM: Okay. The period of time

12 Is shown there, thirty years. And this Is -- we

13 have -- we did two scenarios. Site specific end a

14 default that you're wall a f from looking at

15 that. And you can ■e+ the breakdown. And what has

16 happened since -- from times sera to thirty years

17 is that short-lived radionuclides have disappeared,

18 and the longer-lived radionuclides have started to

19 increase in their contribution to risk.

20 Barium-137 has a longer half-life than

21 cobalt-60. And you see It's increased to 40

22 percent. Plutonium-239 ha■ increased 26 percent;

23 uranium-234 to 13 percent. This is a fairly

24 long-lived gamma-emitting radionuclide. This is a

25 long-lived alpha-emitting radionuclide.
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And uranium-234, intar•atingly nnnugn, is

neturel-occurring radionuclide. But since it was

3 in -- in • ratio to uranium-218 that would seem to

4 be above what'■ normal, we included It In the risk

S  yway; took a very cautious approach.

6 And as you see, the inorganic chemicals arsenic,

7 chromium end others, contribute about 17 percent Of

the risk total.

9 So, thirty year, it's -- barium-137 Is

10 really pushing things along.

11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; Thank you.

12 MR. STANISICN: Default Is not much

13 different. I don't know if you want to spend too

14 much tine on that.

15 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Not really. And

16 these nuabera are different than what we got

17 before. So, thank you.

18 MR. STANISICN: Telephone communication■

19 are -- do you went to look at the hundred years, or

20 do you want to....

21 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: You might just

22 throw it up there. I would like to look et it just

23 to I don't know If I'■ going to jot down the

24 numbers, but I'll take a look.

23 MR. STANISICH: Okay. 8o, what happens

CLEARWATER REPORT/MG
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here, the longer-lived radionuclides even start to

show up as being more important. plutonium-239 and

3 uranium-234 start to show up am being more

4 important just as you might expect, because they're

5 still there where the short-lived radionuclides are

6 gone. But all this time, the risk is decreasing

also, too. So, this is like the plutonium-239 and

8 uranium-234 is about, whet, 45 percent of the risk.

But the risk is less; so, it's 45 percent of

10 mosething that's lees.

11 BARGELT; Risk at this point in ties

12 le one in a million, whereas at thirty years, it's

13 two ricks in a million, cancer cases, excuse ■e.

14 MR. BROSCIOUS: It only takes a plutonium

15 particle the size of a grain of pollen to get in

16 and cause cancer. If you happen to be there and be

17 digging around In that spot at some future time,

18 whenever, within the next 24,000 years, that will

19 be your death warrant.

20 MR. STANISICH: I'd take exception to

21 that statement. A particle of plutonium, of pure

22 plutonium, is undefined. A piece of pollen la also

23 undefined. If you could say how many microcuries

24 or millicurrles or whatever, than we could address

25 it. But on those terms, we really can't. A
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particle iv, like I ■ay, undefined. It really

2 doesn't mean anything. And I think that is really

3 overstating the true facts because --

4 NS. GREEN: Nick --

5 MR. STANiSICNI -- Us use standard EPA

fi and NCR,. data to calculate these. These are

7 ■tandards used in the nation around the world by --

8 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I guises

NR. STANISICH: -- scientists

10 recognised -- recognised scientists in the field of

11 toxicology.

12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; I guess what you'll

13 have to recognise, then, i■ we're the people who

14 have watched the people die and are "till watching

IS the■ die from your little particle'. We have

16 watched cancer deaths free radionuclides; and I

17 guess we come at it from a little different

18 perspective than saying, for us, one in a million

19 wasn't good enough.

20 MR. STANISICH: And I can't -- I'm not an

21 epidemiologist, and I can't address which studies

22 you're referring to about death* from cancer from

23 radionuclide".

24 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; I'■ using your own

25 Statistics here. And I'm talking about what we

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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1 have seen; what has been directly attributable.

2 And when you get down Go that level, it doesn't

3 matter whether you're telling us it's one pert in a

million or four parts in 10,000 million. We know

5 what that little particle did, that wasn't supposed

6 to do anything.

7 MR. STANIS/Cel I guess we're not saying

a it didn't do anything. We are saying cancer --

9 incidents of cancer, not deaths. We're not talking

10 with immortality. If a million people were exposed

11 to this small area at ARA, they would have to be

12 exposed -- a million people would have to be

13 exposed. And then there would be a chance of one

14 excess CanCer incident in a million.

15 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Isn't it amazing

16 that there's so many people sitting In this room,

17 then, that have seen it?

18 MR. BROSCIOUSt DOE's own studies on

19 beagle dogs determine that a particle -- I'm sorry,

20 that's the tar■ they used -- a particle the size of

21 a grain of pollen that was administered to these

22 dogs, every one of them died, 100-percent death.

23 MR. STANISICHI I can't -- I can't

24 address that. I have no knowledge of that study.

25 I know they did a lot of studies with -- with
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beagles and plutonium, but I'm not fall:111er with

that.

MS. GREER: Mick, I think all we can may

is that we calculated the risk based an established

5 EPA guidance using established procedures and using

6 the values that national and international

7 toxicologists and radio -- radio chemists have --

S have published for that use.

9 MR. STOOPS: One last point to sake is

la that the ten-to-the-minus-four to

11 ten-to-the-minus-six excess incidents of cancer

12 range i■ published in the MCP, which is the

13 National Contingency Plan, which I believe was

14 revised In 1990. And that we■ submitted to the

15 public for comment. And it sets it out there for

16 approximately a year before that aspect of the rule

17 was promulgated.

18 MS. GREEN: Randy, do you want to

19 continue with your presentation?

20 MR. BARGELT: You've seen this slide

11 before. We took a look at the various exposure

22 pathways, which are inhalation, direct exposure to

23 ionizing radiation -- which Mick did say was the

24 one that we were most concerned about -- pleural

25 ingestion and skin contact.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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As I mentioned before, it has been closed

2 down. So, the amount of people that were exposed

3 to this on a daily basil are very few. They are

4 people from the Environmental Waste Relations

5 Department and the people that are decommissioning

S the buildings that aro likely to -- so, the

calculated risk here were two excess cancer cases

8 in 10 million. And that's currently today.

9 MR. BROSCIOUS: Do you want a citation on

10 that? The title of the report is Inhalation of

11 plutonium Oxide in Dogs, Pacific Northwest Sell,

12 Annual report, 1985. They all died.

13 MR. BARGELT. Future residential scenario

14 at 200 years. Notice the ARA facility has been

15 removed. The Chemical Evaporation Pond is pretty

16 much gone. And the excess cancer risk was one in

17 10 million at 100 years.

It Another familiar slide showing you both

19 at 200 years and 10 years. The risks were within

20 the accepted range as put out by EPA. And for the

21 noncarcinogenic effects, it was .09, which is about

22 ten times less than what we expect to sea the

23 adverse health effects on.

24 And, again, we recommend no action on

25 this because there lit no unacceptable risk from

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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this pond.

MS. GREEN: With that, I -- if we could

have any specific question■ of clarification that

haven't already been asked on Randy's presentation,

and then after that, we'll open it up to just

general questions and answers on either the Chen

Pond or the Motor Pool Pond. And when there are no

longer'any questions to answer, we'll begin

receiving formal public comment on both of these

two plans.

Do we have any -- any questions on either

the Motor Pool Pond or th■ Chemical Evaporation

13 Pond that haven't already been addressed?

14 Yes, ma'am'?

15 MS. SENSES, I have a question, and it'e

16 probably the dumbest question anybody could ask.

17 Tell me what perched water means. I don't know

18 that term.

i9 MR. JENSEN' That was the previous

20 discussion we had before you cams. I'll do it

21 really quick, okay? And then I'll talk to you

22 afterwards, if you'd like.

23 Okay. Perched water is just -- it's

24 water -- what happened at TRA was water went Into

25  1 ponds. As it percolates through the

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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subsurface, it encounters layers that ■r■ less

permeable than the ones it's going through; and so,

3 it slows it down. And when It hits those layers,

4 it causes it to mound up or perch. So, it's

5 perched water.

6 And there are two of them. There's a

7 shallow one at about SO feet and then a larger one

8 at ISO feet.

9 MS. BENSEN: Can I ask another question

10 on that? Are there layers of water in there in the

11 aeantime mean. of normal natural occurring

12 water where this perched water Is that would be

13 there if you didn't have perched water there?

14 MR. JENSEN: Okay. Only this one. This

15 is the Snake River Plain Aquifer. The top of the

16 aquifer Is at 480 feet. And that's the one that's

17 the natural one. These are as a result of the

18 wastewater ponds.

IS MS. SENSES: Thank you.

20 MR. JENSEN' And this is what it looks

21 like down there. This le the lava rock that the

22 water is in -- well, We In Creeks in this rock.

23 MS. GREEN: Any other questions

24 before -- yea, Chuck?

25 MR. BROSC/OUSt What are the EPA --
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what'■ the ESA's guidance on concentration limits

in terms of picocurles per gram for cesium and

strontium -- cesium-137 and strontium-90?

4 MR. JENSEN: Is that the drinking water

5 standards?

6 MR. BROSCIOUS: No. It would be soil.

7 MR. JENSEN: I don't think there are any.

8 MR. STAN/SIGN: There aren't any.

9 MR. SENSEK: There aren't any soil

10 standards at all, are there?

11 MS. GREEN: That'■ essentially what the

12 risk aseessaent is used to determine.

13 MR. BROSCIOUS: So, it doesn't apply to

14 soil? It's strictly drinking water?

15 MR. JENSEN: And that's a federal

16 standard. And I believe -- has the State adopted

17 that as well?

18 MR. BROSCIOUS: How many grams are in a

19 liter?

20 MR. STOOPS: Gram. of water in a liter of

21 water?

22 MR. BROSCIOUS: Now many grams does a

23 liter of water weigh?

24 MR. STOOPS; A liter of water would

25 weight 1,000 grams at standard temperature and

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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pressure.

HR. BROSCIOUS: And how -- well,

they -- the listing in the administrative record

4 has cesium-1.37 at 297 picocuries per gram.

5 MR. STOOPS: Right.

6 MR. BROSC1OUS: So, that's a pretty --

7 that's a pretty strong concentration if you compare

8 ground and water, even just in general --

MR. STOOPS: A picocurie is a ten to the

10 minus twelve, which is a trillion. It's a

11 trillionth of a gram.

12 MR. STAMISICR: Mo. You're -- you're

13 mixing --

14 MR. BROSCIOGS: I realize that.

15 MR. STANIS/CH: -- activity per unit gram

16 to mass per unit gram.

17 MR. EROSCIOSS: Picocuries per gram_

18 MR. STAR -IS/CR: If the cesium-I37

19 detected in the pond at 287 picocuries per gree was

20 translated to grass per gram, it would be 20 -- or

21 3.4 nanograms per kilogram or 3.4 parts per

22 trillion.

23 1R. FREDERICA: I think there's Soother

24 Important consideration that needs to be made. You

25 cannot make a direct conclusion from a drinking
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water standard to a soil concentration because the

drinking water standard is based on two liters of

water per day. You got somebody drinking two

liters of water per day, and no one eats that such

dirt a day, at least no one that I know. So, to

us■ • health-based standard, you can't make a

COmperisOn there.

MR. BROSCIOUST I don't think it would be

hard for a kid to eat a gram -- I mean, that's a

real small amount.

MR. FREDERICK: It would take two

thousand grams of dirt to equal two liters of

water. That would be one of those big coke bottles

of dirt.

MS. GREEN: Every day.

MR. FREDERICK: Every day for 30 years.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any other

questions before we begin the session for receiving

formal oral comment on these two plans?

We'll let the court reporter change her

taps and paper out. And we'll begin the comment

session -- the formal comment seal:ion on these two

proposed plans, then, in just a minute.

(Whereupon, a short break was taken.)

MS. GREEN: This portion of the meeting

CLEARWATER REPORTING
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is deolgned for you to provide your oral testimony

to Dot, EPA and the State regarding the Motor Pool

Pond and Chemical Evaporation Pond proposed plans.

Again, we'll listen to your Comments, but will not

respond to them tonight except to seek any

clarification that may be needed in order to

evaluate and respond to the comments. They will b.

responded to in a separate responsiveness summary

for each topic.

And for the record, please state your

name and spell it prior to providing your comments.

And please identify which plan you are commenting

on. You will -- you'll be provided five minutes

for each plan that you would like to comment on.

If you're not able to put all of your

comments into the five-minute period, please

remember that you're also welcome to submit

additional comments in writing by the close of the

comment period on August 5th. And, again, written

and oral comments receive equal consideration.

Okay. I'd like to see, then, a show of

hands for those who would like to make oral

comments on these plans and ask for a volunteer.

MS. MINEGR: My name is Lynn Mineur,

14-I-N-E-D-R. Comments are submitted on behalf of
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the League of women Voter■ of Moscow.

And the Motor Pool Pond at the Central

Facilities Area, the League finds that the risk to

human health La too great to allow a decision of no

action at the central facility area Motor Pool

Pond. The League finds that the model's

assumptions of exposure for both occupational and

residential use is to be understated. Yet, even

with these understated exposure rotes, the risk to

human health is determined by the risk assessment

model summarized in table two of the June 26, 1992,

Dear Citizen letter exceeds one in one million

increased cancers In all four scenarios. The

League finds this health risk completely

unacceptable.

The League also finds the table presented

at tonight's public meeting does not substantially

reduce the risk in three of those four scenarios

and, therefore, does not alter the League's

position.

Only in those indications where the no

action alternative would result in a risk to human

health of on. or less increased cancers per one

million people should the no action alternative be

considered. The League vigorously and strenuously
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objects to the no action alternative for the

2 Central Pacilitiea Area Motor Pool Pond.

3 The League supports the option where

4 sediments are removed, containerized and stored in

3 a monitored retrievable site as required by RCRA.

6 The League formally requests that the

7 preliminary assessments of waste area group ten

begin immediately. The League finds that it is not

9 in the hest interest of public health to allow

10 toxic, hazardous and radioactive materials to

11 continue to contaminate the Snake River Aquifer for

12 at least another seven years before the cumulative

13 consequences of these no action decisions will

14 begin to be evaluated.

15 Continuing evaluation of the cumulative

16 consequences of contamination from each subsequent

17 no action alternative will allow for the earliest

18 detection of an unacceptable risk. This

19 information should be included in the proposed

20 plans for each operable unit in each waste area

21 group. This procedure will allow the public to

22 comprehend and track the cumulative risk of the

23 clean-up program as It progresses rather than wait

24 until the end as it's now scheduled.

25 The League objects to the fragmentation
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of projects into unconnected operable units as

presented in the proposed plena described in the

June 26, 1992, Dear Citizen letter. The public

wants to see how each element fits together. If a

5 Source of contamination or portion of a facility

6 will be considered under a separate plan or a

7 separate operable unit, then these relationships

a must be spelled out in detail in the information

9 provided to the public. It is too unwieldy for the

10 public to chase down such vagaries as, quote,

11 sediments in these ponds and the retention basin

12 associated with the warm vaste pond, as well as

13 past contamination of the Snake River Aquifer, are

14 being further evaluated under the agreement as

15 separate operable units. That was the June 26,

16 1992 Dear Citizen at four -- excuse me, at A-4.

17 The appropriate Operable unit and time

18 frame for consideration must be Identified in the

19 text or as a note.

20 Our comments are respectfully submitted,

21 Winifred Dixon, president and Lynn Mineur, Chair at

22 !NEL Study Group.

21 Thank you.

24 MS. GREEN: Did you -- Lynn, did you have

25 comment■ on the Chemical Evaporation Pond, also?
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MS. M1NEOR: It's real short. The League

has no comments on this proposed portion of the

plan.

MS. GREEN. Did we need to -- since it's

separate, do we need to repeat her name and --

THE REPORTER: No.

MS. GREEN: Would anybody like to

volunteer to be the second commenter?

MS. ncREYNOLOSI I'll go. Mary

McReynolds. Couple of comments I wanted to make

before we proceeded. When we were talking earlier

about numbers versus people, the gentleman in the

green shirt whose name tag I can't read from here.

had Said that these numbers were out for public

comment and sat out there for public comment. I

would like for him to know that I've not always

been involved as heavily in INEL things as 1 as

presently. However, for a good many years, I have

been highly involved in the Idaho Nurse's

Association, honored by legislative comeittees as

well as being past district president, been on

several State committees.

One of the main concerns is listed and

our platform happens to be environmental health.

And had they been aware that this wee out there for
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public comment, would have certainly alerted people

around there.

3 So, it's not because I wouldn't have done

4 it or I was -- I didn't know. So, I would suggest

S that though those things were out there, the people

6 were not -- the Information that they were there

7 wise not readily available to people, particularly

8 if an organization such as the INA would miss Lt.

9 I want to come back to the idea, again,

10 of you guy■ speak numbers. We speak people. And a

11 risk of two in 100,000 is not acceptable for

12 residents. I would like to ■ee one in 100,000 --

13 or not one in one hundred -- one in one million.

14 You hive down there for a resident

15 outelde would have 50 days a year outside. This Is

16 after a hundred years. Being a home owner who

17 works in the yard, I can say 1 spend more than 58

18 hour -- days a year outside in my yard. SO, the

19 risk is driven up by that. It's not being taken

20 into consideration 1f houses are built on this land

21 and those types of things have not been taken Into

22 account.

23 I believe that this needs to be cleaned

24 up. I think you need -- I think the risk needs to

25 be driven down. I think you need to take the
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1 conservative. I think it needs to be one in one

2 million. And you guys need to clean it up,

3 containerize it and put it in retrievable storage.

4 The only -- I have two comments on the

S Auxiliary Reactor Area. One, I just didn't have

6 enough information to make any kind of a decision

7 on that whatsoever. I felt really lacking and

8 really vague in the information that we were given

9 because I have worked 13 out of the past 15 days --

10 and not at nuclear testing or anything having to

11 do with INEL. I haven't had a chance to go to the

12 administrative record. So, I can't back that up.

13 I would have liked more information.

14 The second thing I have to may is, again,

15 you guys are splitting up related operable unite.

16 I want to state this again. Things are related are

17 not three separate facilities that have no action.

18 Things are related are systems who contribute to

19 one another.

20 When you are talking -- no, operable

21 units that would be related would be, This pond la

22 connected to the water. Underground le connected

23 to all of these other thing. which states in your

24 summary that these things, again, will be decided

25 under 'operable operable units. These things are
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systems that work together. You need to treat thee

2 as systems that work together and to come, again,

3 before us and have this all divided up and expect

4 us, not to make the connections or hope -- maybe

5 you hope we don't make the connections -- I find it

6 unexcuseble.

7

9

NS. GREEN: Could I clarify -- ask for a

clarification? Your first couple of statements,

your first few statements before, you mentioned the

10 Chemical Evaporation Pond. Were those specifically

11 regarding the Motor Pool Pond/

12 MS. MolifYNOLOSI Yes, they were

13 specifically regarding the Motor Pool Pond.

14 MS. GREEN: Thank you.

15 MR. BROSCIOUS: Chuck Nrcacious,

16 11-14-0-S-C-I-O-U-S, Environmental Defense Agency.

17 Central Facilities Motor Pool Pond. Agency plans

18 to clean up the Central facilities Motor Pool Pond

19 failed to accurately acknowledge the source of, nor

20 the quantities of significant radioactive

21 contamination in the pit.

22 DOE's plan states only that, quote, on

23 several occasions, vehicles and equipment with

24 small amounts of radioactive contamination were

25 decontaminated at the station. Concentration. of
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8.41 picocuries per liter of cesium-137,

americium-241 and plutonium-238 at 9.46 picocuries

per liter and plutonium-239 at 4.29 plcocuries per

liter not adequately accounted for.

For those who are willing to read the

administrative record, EG 4 G documentation says

that, quote, long-lived fission products such as

cesium-137, cobalt-60 and strontium-90 may have

been added to the waste stream during

decontamination of vehicles. Citation of EG and

G-WM-9973 at thirteen. Also, potassium-40

concentration,' of 8.73, lead-212 and radium-226 are

not acknowledged.

Tritium contamination under the CFA

ranges as high as 24,900 picocuries per liter,

which means additional contamination loading from

the Motor Pool Pond must not be allowed.

DOE's proposed plan also does not

accurately state the volatile organic ranges. The

Oak Ridge Survey sampling found 2-butanone at 190

micrograms per kilogram, trichloroethane at 25

micrograms per kilogram, toluene et 23 micrograms

per kilogram, methylene Chloride at 460 micrograms

per kilogram, acetone at 85 micrograms per

kilogram, tetachloroethlena at 76 micrograms per

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2749 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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kilogram, 4-methyl 2-pentanone at greater than

8,300 micrograms per kilogram. None of the organic

3 -- I'm sorry. Nine of the organic contaminants

4 exceed EPA CROL criteria.

S Over INEL'e history, many accidents

6 and intentional releases have made transport of

7 contaminants off the site a significant concern.

8 Washing all vehicles has always been a standard

9 Operating procedure. Therefore, it'■ not

ID surprising that there contaminants end up in the

11 Motor Pool Pond. Clearly, the installation of

12 motorized washing equipeent made the process

13 easier.

14 Risk calculations for worker exposure

15 only allow for inhalation at 5 percent and direct

16 contract -- and direct contact at 1 percent. This

17 is grossly understated due to the close proximity

18 of the pond to the Central facilities Area. Both

19 the State and the EPA review of the plan challenge

20 DOE statements that EPA risk assessment methodology

21 guidance was followed and point out that heavy

22 metal* such a■ silver and selenium were not

23 acknowledged. Additionally, EPA challenges DOE's

24 dismissal of the soil to groundwater pathway for

25 contaminant migration.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(SOO) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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EPA 4150 challenges the use of average

values that is inconsistent with EPA guidance

3 requiring use of a 95 percent upper level

4 confidence limit. cesium i■ also not included in

5 the exposure aaaaaaaa nt nor were alpha and beta

6 emitters even tested for at the waste pit.

7 The agency decision of no action is not

a supportable, noncompliant with ARAR's and

9 therefore, unacceptable. The PCB aroclor-1260 in

10 concentrations of 1,470 micrograms per kilogram

11 alone would dictate enforceable remedial action of

12 exhuming contaminates to prevent further migration

13 to the aquifer.

14 The proposed no action is not acceptable

15 and under no circumstances should the State or EPA

16 allow DOE to walk away from the contamination at

17 this site. Contamination must be fully exhumed and

le put into a RCRA fully compliant and permitted

19 repository and/or mixed TRU waste repository.

20 Auxiliary Reactor Area Chemical

21 Evaporation Pond. Once again, Department of Energy

22 generates a no action proposal without any

23 substantive information to support the decision.

24 The Auxiliary Reactor Area Chemical Evaporation

25 Area is actually en unlined percolation waste pit

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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for chemical■ and radionuclides. Sampling did not

Include beta-emitting radionuclides.

Alpha and gamma, isotopes are listed

without any quantitative contaminate values and

drinking water Standards upon witch a reader could

reasonably make an informed decision on the merits

Of the agency decision.

This chemical percolation pit is located

at the ARA area one, which is the site of the

infamous SL-1 reactor explosion which spewed out

1,100 curies and killed three

has a long and sordid reactor

history including power burst

Operators. The ARA

destruct experimental

reactor, gas-cooled

reactor experiment, mobile power plant number one,

SPRAT reactors one and two, fast spectrum

refractory metals reactor, hot critical experiment,

fast transient reactor and related support

facilities.

In the plan narrative, DOE commits nearly

ell discussion to trivializing the problem and

offering little or no substantive information. The

ARA facilities have extensively contaminated the

ground in the area. DOE expects the public to

accept background samples Collected 100 feet from

the pond.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501
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Given ARA released 361,632 curies over

2 its history, this choice for background sampling is

3 ludicrous. Adding insult to injury, DOE

4 characterizes those background readings as quote,

5 unquote, naturally occurring.

6 The ARA lies immediately up gradient

7 of the Big Lost River. As previously cited, a

8 six-member groundwater study tea■ commissioned by

9 EC i G, an INEL contractor, was canceled after its

10 preliminary results showed that contamination,

11 quote, could move from INEL to the Magic Valley

12 within months, closed quotes. Their findings

13 revealed the presence of lava tubes which move

14 water rapidly through the aquifer and exit at

15 Thousand Springs on the Snake River.

16 Other DOE studies of aquifer

17 contamination plus. movement from ICPP to CFR

18 between 1953 to 1958 document a seven foot per day

19 or half mile per year. Contaminate travel time

20 from surface disposal to the aquifer is

2l approximately four to six weeks or ten feet per

22 day.

23 The fact is that the aquifer is not a

24 homogeneous geologic structure, but rather a vary

25 heterogeneous sax of different strata. Therefore,

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(000) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

TM-00306 (7)
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no generalised characterisation about water

2 movement within the aquifer is valid. The entire

3 VOlUnt of the Big Lost River literally disappears

4 into the porous Snake River Plain.

5 KS. GREEN: Old we have anybody else who

would like to provide oral comments on either of

7 these two proposed plans?

8 (No response made.)

9 If there are no other comments, before we

10 close the meeting, I'd like, once again, to remind

11 you that the comment period Li open until August

12 5th. And please feel free to submit any additional

13 written comments on any of the three plans we've

14 discussed tonight, if you identify additional

15 comments that you haven't already submitted.

14 I'd like to thank you all for attending

17 and participating tonight and hope to see you at

IR our next public involvement meeting. Thank you and

19 good night.

20 (PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 9155 P.M.)

21

22

23

24

25
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CERTIFICATE

STATE OF IDAHO
1

County of Nes Peirce ;

I, NANCY K. TOWLER, CSR, Freelance Court
Reporter and Notary Public for the States of Idaho
and Washington residing in Lewiston, Idaho, do
hereby certify:

That I was duly authorised to and did
report the public hearing in the above-entitled
cause;

That the foregoing pages of this public
hearing constitute a true and accurate
transcription of my stenotype notes of the
proceedings.

I further certify that I am not an
attorney nor counsel of any of the parties; nor a
relative or employee of any attorney or counsel
connected with the action; nor financially
interested in the action.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have h reunto aet
my hand and seal on this 2 day of
1992.

NA Y K. f 0 LER, CSR
Freeianc Court Reporter
Notary Public, States of
Idaho and Washington
Residing in Lewiston, Idaho
My Commission expires: 8/11/97
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A.. /Nest !to/an:tor A.rorak 

The following comments address two proposed INEL Cleanup
Plans for Toot Rotator Area (TRA). The first Plan cavort the
contaminated 'Perched %titer' under the TRA Huns 921. The second
Plan cavort cleanup of contaminates in the Para Vast. Pond
Sediments at the. TRA (July 91) and the Vass Vast. Pond Record of
Decloion (12/3/91).

The proposals {hereinafter referred to jointly as the Plan)
have significant deficiencies. These problem areas are Lim
result of baste structural defects which include: 1.) Conflict of
interest in DOE/INEL setting its own cleanup priority system; 2.)
Lack of accountability and credibility in DOE/INEL managing its
own cleanup program; S.) Inadequate. cleanup standards to protect
future generations; 4.) Inadsquats enforcement by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Idahos.5.1
Segmented approach to cleanup frustrates a comprehensive
moment of the collective contamination being released by all
the !NEL vast* sites.

The INEL Cleanup Inter-Agency Agreement between DOE. EPA,
and Idaho. could have resolved many of the aforeasntionidd struc-
tural detects. EPA and the Stott /sawyer did not demand adoquata
funding. enforce:mist authority nor control over the cleanup
pronto.. A detailed EDI analysis to the Agreement is available
on request.

Early staff reports to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) in
1947 ware very critical of disposing of radioactive worn at INEL
over Idaho's sole source aquifer because of the inevitable. ground
water contamination. Tat the AEC (DOE's predecessor) mad DOE
ignored 'ciente and mad. political do...felons - satinet be. dammed.
This flawed decision making promos. continues today and must he
changed. Unfortunately the Test Rotator Area (TRA) cleanup Plan
is a continuation of this flawed preasts because DOEfINEL lariats
that the botch pond continue to be mead until an alternate treat-
meat facility is funded and built.

ED! conc.,. with Congressional Office of Toohnolosy A 
meet's findings that significant fundamental policy initiativss
are required - involving substituting iadepandent. external
regulation for the Fremont DOE self-regulation over radioactive
waste menagemant.iCilr101MU

I. TEST REACTOR AREA (TRA) BACKGROUND

DOE's chareoterisetiot that INEL's, 'primary station. are
nuclear rotator technology and vette management' Pistil is not
acaurata. US Representative Richard Stallings accurately charac-
tioritsd INEL". programs am 00% military. A. on* of two
designated 'Super-Sites' for DOE's Campion 21, INEL's mission

2
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will be nearly inclusivicly nuclear weapon. production and other
military nuclear program. The public deserves a sere candid and
**curate disolosurt of INEL'. mission.

INEL's background dissuasion also fails to mention that the
Test Reactor Arta (TWA) has forty-nine Solid Vesta Manasement
Units. Times include loaohing pond*. underground tanks, rubble
pilot. cooling Mears, vaste injection wells. french drains, and
assorted wpillw whero hazardous and mimed west's ondotAg fill A
'widow of INEL's Plan might he led to believe that the. Vsrm Wilts
Pond and the contaminatad Perohod Pater are the only problem area
at rm. Additionally. the pond has been in oontinuous use for 35
'mars. DODUMMUiCill

Ilea reactor fuel cooling canal at the Materials Test
Rotator had a saver* leak which was not drained and repaired
until a distils after it was dissevered. This leak allowed large
quantities of tontaminatied coolant water to attar' to thin soil
blame the TRA, but hat not boss identified in the Cleanup Plan am
a contamination source. Thu largest tontributor to groundwater
contamination undo'. the TWA was the radioactive waste Wootton
well which was not closed until 1914. Discontinuing the use of
Injection walls due to 'decimate from the Stats, increased velum*.
of contamination in the leach ponds proportionally.

The Test Raaotor Area ITU) loads all other NEL facility
arose in radioactive solid watts disposal relative to curie con-
tent, DOE 'smeary data between 1952 and 1961 one 3,636.000 Ci.
et solid wane dippeped.U65101.40 TRA support* the Advanced Taat
Reactor, Advanood Reactor Critical Facility Rotator', Net Cell
Facility, Nuoloar Physics Regoarah Program. Advanced Reactivity
ilsaturement Facility, and Coupled Fast Reactivity Ntasurement
Facility Rotators.

2. Test Resister Area (TRA) Perched Vats,

TRA also leads the list of !NEL facility areas for radioac-
tive liquid vast. discharges. Wetween 1952 and 1981 TWA released
50,640 Ci. to the roil. This figuro dots not inoluda short-lived
radloantivity with lots then 2-3 day half-life. MU. Pill DOE'.
'not action' decision at !NEL', worst groundwater contamination
area le a altar !Iodination that there will lie no remedial actions
at other vast. sites.

Idaho Stat. Univormity monitoring found TWA highest in
tritium oonsintrationli. The slim of the contamination plume
under TEA is tarter than DOE soknowladgoe. Veil No. 63 south of
land beyond aoknowlodged plume] TRA had the highest results
ranging from 43,5000 to 48,200 picot:aria. per liter. ilearmaptail

The. State challenges DOE's theraatorization of the size to
the perched water contamination plums, because of the location
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and depth of the monitoring wells. The States 'review strongly
suggissts that atolls along the north end northeast margin of the
network are too deep to intercept or represent water levels in
the perched water nens.• 'That 1e. the pottiest water tone any
extend farther to the north and northeast than previously
recognized' by DOE. III Onnllktflll

TRA groundwater liquid samples taken by DOE In 1991 for
gamma saittIng radio:violist's include the following concentrations
expressed In !oleo curios per liter (pC1/1.)1 literirtnthe laced, !miry
1s1.la it tinted Smalls C-414141/111mSytiall-11111.$14415 is Hill

Nuclide Concentration
EPA 1976 Drinking
Eater Limit

Number of
tires over

Cobalt-58 601 pCi/L
Cobalt-60 12,200,000 100 pCL/L 122.000
Zinc-65 105,000
Coalum-134 62.400
Cesium-137 21,000,000. 200 105,000
Europium-152 108,000 60 1.800
Europium-154 130.000 200 650
Europium-133 20,400 600 34
Americium-241 16,700 6.54 2,634
Manganese-54 336 7
Chromium-51 2,540,000 6,000 423
Scandium-46 4,140 7
iron-59 2,600
Zirconium-95 11.500 200 ST
Niobium-95 12,000
Ruthenium-103 3,970 1,000 3
Rhodium-106 4.980 7
Silver-108 14,400 7
Antimony-124 150
Cerium-141 6,140
Hafnium-175 3.500
Hafnium-161 136,000 1.170 117
Tantalum-182 3,180 7
Mercury-203 1,680 7
Curium-244 160
Plutonium-239 12 7
Uranium-234 520
Strontium-90 18,800 8 2.250
Tritium 3.940.000 20.000 197

40,346,369

Gromv_4Urie Coacenttation_et abort limit 40.346.369 nCi/L

• The current (EPA, 1976) allowable Unit in drinking stator
for Cesium-137 is 200 pC1/1 and Cobalt-60 is 100 pC1/L. TRA
Cesium-137 and Cobalt-60 concentrations are respectively 105,000
and 122,000 times over the allowable drinking water limit.

4
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TRA perched groundwater chealcal contamination testing
produced the following molested results: hairtamiin
Ined.AmhUstil.HUMI

Xylotes
Naphthalene
2-Nethylnaphthalone
Phenanthren*

31.000 uel.(mIcrograms per liter)
3,100 mg/L(milligrams per liter)
15.000 ag/L
3.300 ag/L

TRA's waste injection well (USCS -52) contributed 3.9
trilliongallons of centamineted liquid waste. to the aquifer
between 1964 and 1982. 31,131 pound. of h lent obromiwn woo
included in this waste volume. TRA't waste Injection well (TRA
05) telt:sod 146,000 gal/day or a total of 220 zillion gallons.
1141*1bsoMApmfirPH4511-111

3. TEST REACTOR AREA iTRAI VOX VAST! POND

INEL's disa1  that, 'The Para Vests Pond Is currently
wood only for disposal of aaaaa or tooling water containing low
levels of radietotivity', raises thole* questioner II how low sr*
low levels of radioactivity, end 2) why is tbs pond still In use
In violation of Resource Conservation Rsoovory Act (RCRA)?

This 'low levels of radioactivity' the Plan describes If
currently going to the Van Vasts Pond are actually not so low.
'The service vaste activity is allowed to overage no sorts then
three times drinking water tolerance in any Isotope with the
exception of wiry short-lived ones like lodino-131.' ID4-14LV1491
Even this disclosure doom not account for the weed water
having concentrations such as cobalt-60 at 122.000 times the
drinking water limit. fors HalsaTlisereltlatelkUnl

TRA percolation ponds. which replaced the 'appellee well.
receive 33 million gal. per year. between 1952 and 1974 those
ponds temoivod 41,049 Ci. liquid discharges. or 634 at INEL's
total of 49,745 Ci. liquid discharges far the period. RINAMM11-
101,0*111-10 The slew two feat of the warm waste pond still
contain 4.225 pti/g of Cesium-137. 73.10 pCi/g of Plutonium-
239/240. DuscryTillaresiotteslikfisbeniasipatirinfistli-113 The high
volume's of water was due to the once through cooling for the
reactors requiring dilution. This also ainountm for the high
chromium contamination in this groundwater because chromium was
%mod to retard corrosion in the reactor cooling systems. The
three reactors (NTR.111. and ATE) discharged 55.353 pounds of
chrornium(T1). TRA pond alga* regietured 100 mR/ht. Ducks
(usually 25 at any one time) using the pond regirterod the
following radionuclide concentrations. 111)1011145-111
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Nuclide! Concontratioa Nuclide.
Cesium-137 890 pCi/s Cerium-I41
Cobalt-60 540 ' Iodine-l31
Zinc-55 1100 '

Conoontration
390 pCi/g
18 •

DOE caloulated that an individual sating a duck would
receive 20 oRem to the thyroid and 25 glom whole body
ozposure.IDMI Stat. standard limit is 4 alIsm/yr. Chromium
rolossed to TRA ponds was 500 ppb. The standard at the timer was
.05 ppb or 10,000 times over regulatory standards.1811.6111-491

Continued us. of the Warm Waste Pond oloarly demonstrates
DOE's misguided prioritise and total disregard for environmental
dogradotion. DOE is continuing to add radioactive contaminates
to a sit. which ha. boon identified for aleanup for over five+
year'. Tho continued us. of the pond lemurs, that votivr will
continuo leaching previous contaminate.■ further down into the
aguifor. Moresesr the Environmental Protection Agency IEPA) and
the State of Idaho aro romiss in their rospootivo enforcement
responsibilities for not closing down Om feet Reactor Area
ponds. EPA and the State have full justifleation to declare
them* ponds RCRA hazardous mixed waste sit*, as the following
paragraph illustrato.

'EPA le authorized kinder RCRA] to issue a rrrrr etkvs action
ardor, which can suspend or revoke the authority to operate an
intorim status Treatment/Storage/Disposal facility or to seek
appropriate relief Iinaluding an injunction) from a US District
Court. Oil 1111 lain m. KII Win SON.: d2 1111 n $1243i1lese1 Sep. MCI

'Over the past 5 years, DOE has gradually been required to
lacknowlodge that cleanup of the Nuoloor Voapons Complex (includ-
ing 1NEL] is subject to regulation by EPA (or the States) to the
extent that hazardous materials are involved or a sit. is placed
on the Superfund's National Priority Liat (NFU. Until 1984. DOE
claimed that it was exempted from regulation under h gout
waste laws such as RCRA because or Its Atomic Energy Act
authority relating to national security and sovereign immunity
from State regulation. A 1984 Tennessee Federal court dominion
rejected this claim and ordered DOE to comply with all RCRA
provisions.' Ilail34116tIg,61.1Winsme.11.0.emornektiose.bleL 94I. U..00
11l.Tair.19641

3. TEST REACTOR AREA iTRAI SON/LARY OP SITE RISKS

The Plan's listing of contaminants fails to list Iodine-129
and Plutonium-238, 239. and 240 which Vero found in TRA leach
pand plankton in concentration rang.. (CRs) from 40,000 to
400.000. Distribution coefficients for Pu isotope. in sediments
ranged from 13,000 to 150,000.1811M-121110111 Duo to 1-129's IT

6
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million poor half-lift, and Plutonium's 24 thousand year halt-
life, these Isotopes are cormiderod parmanent contaminates In the
onvironmoot by EPA.

The Plan also faile to quantify the rang, of contamination
in TRA perched voter. EDI concur. with the Stater ariticism of
DOE for using only the KERN concentration levels. Readors of the
Plan d  merle information than they Nesased rocers) safo
drinking water standards' or a footnote stating a standard of 4
mreo/yr. The standard for Cesium-137 (not stated} is 200 pC1/1..

Theme is no justiflostion for DOE to eliminate from
consideration in ill. plan, radio-licitly. isotopes which had half-
livos of more than five pears. This also holds true for the non-
inclusion of Corium iheilf-life of 30 yrs) in the exposure assess-
ment. TRA lies lomedistoly tiers than 2 miles) up gradient to
Lim Big Lost Riser. Considerable uneortainty exists as to
contaminate transport time within the moultsr duo to the
amistonoe of lava tubs. sta. in a very non-home...A.1410 000logy of
the Snake River Plata Aquifer. liorsover, DOE's contention that
"there is no currant Imo of the perched water or oontaminated
Snake River Aquifer In the vicinity of TRA" and the decision to
eonaidor tho potential us. of the area for only a 125 years
period, is unjustified and unacceptable. Drinking vetoer wells
for worker' at the ICPP and Central Fatilitios Area are only 2-3
ails, down gradient from TRA.

A sin somber ground water study team commissioned by MO,
an INEL contractor, woo canceled after its preliminary results
allowed that oontamisation 'could move from INEL to the Magic
Valley within months." 18.,11/11 Their finding* »wooled this
present of lava tubes which novo water rapidly through Lb*
aquifer and +exit at Thousand Sprinso on the Snake hirer. Another
DOE study of contamination pluses from ICPP to CPA between 1953
to 193E document a moron foot/day or one-half mils/yr.
ill That moans that ERA contamination could roach the Sig Lost
River in 2 years or less. The fact Is that the *gutter is not a
homosonous geologic structure, but rather a vary hoterogonecus
mix of afforent strata. Thorofare so generalised aheracter-
ization about water movement within the +liquifier to valid. The
entire velum. of the Big Lost River literally diseppoora into the
porous Snake River Plain.

The collective contaminate contribution to the aquifer from
all INEL facilitIoe must be immediately evaluated. Decisions
based on each individual sits are net ssssss ing the total
contaminate load on the aquifer. Therefore, a true oomprohonsive
risk Is not teeing  d. Vast. Ares Group 10 1. designed to
cover the INEL sit. groundwater, but that Investigation is not
scheduled until 1999.(81+8-81 In the mean tilos contaminates in the
parched wailer under various faellitlem will migrate into the
aquifer while* no remodiation options can b. applied. No erodible

7
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Justification can he made for delaying an immaadistit pump and
treat program for them, contaminated parched rater non** while
they are still smassible. With grass curio concentrations
exceedins 40 million pito curie, per liter In TRA's perched rotor
ton*, a 'no action' will likely precodit other altos with lose
contamination.

4. TEA RISE ASSESSMENT

Human ?math risk information appears not to oonsider the
combined cancer risks for non-radionuolid* and radionuolido from
inhalation. Since the radionuclide oomponont already 'approachoo
the mono,- National Contingency Plan (NCP) limitifloOL the
combinod risk. may push it over the. limit.

'The oarninosenio risks duo to the extornal ospoture to
radionuclides var. found to loa significantly abet* the recom-
mended NCP target risk range.'111M1 This DOE 'tattooist, se with
other vague un-quantified statements, deters*, spoolfio numbers
attached to it due to their obvious; significant*. EPA's
standards are nearly two decoder old and do not reflect current
knowledge about the health risks to osposuro to low levels of
radiation. Health rtsearohers from all ova- the world have
demonstratiod In their studies how non-protoctive the currant
standards - particularly with reaped to genetic damage.
Thorofare, the tonsorvativo 1 chain** in a million in getting
cancer must be used, not the 1 in 10.000.

Human health risks aseessmonts additionally do not tonaider
migratory rater foul using the TRA vast* pond.. I-129 and other
sant-omitting nuclide in tissue, of duck. from the Toot Reactor
Arta ITRAl leaching pond: hat* boon known by INEL at least since
1961. Ilealittiolua 111-101 Other DOE studios than those preciously
cited "teat* Ott: 'Conaumption of a duck Imoodiatoly *Mar
lemivins the TRA waste pond* would result in the predicted dose
equivalent of about 10 mram to an off-alto Individual from
routine MEL operttions(DMID-12082186, 1. 'Inv:(-1111mo DOE
acknowledges 1-129 concentration AVERAGES of .3 p01/gm. IMN1U

Despite thy fact that DOE/INEL hat known for a decade about
vats fowl being contaminated in thole radloattivia waste ponds,
no public notice has *ter bttn roloased. Plutonlum-230. 239, and
240 concentrations in TEA Isaiah ponds as previously cited has
bowl studied at length in • 1967 INEL, report. This report stated
that. 'Thaw highamt plutonium concentrations was found in net
plankton. Plankton concentrations ratios ranged from 40,000 to
400.000 for Olt plutonium isotopes and varied with tooling
dates. Than. values reflect to efficionty with whioh plutonium
is taken up by plankton.' polialrniew

Tho above Plutonium figure* are relevant what considering
that the migratory water toad are outing the plankton and moving

WC-00301 (9)

off-site, and potentially into the Idaho diet. Two other DOE
sites Savannah River and Oak Ridge. hat* had problems containing
radioactivity on .it.. According to the Offloo of Toohnolosy
Assossment IOTA), IMIL hat not attempted exttnelve ecological
alto characterisation. 'Although ',looted studios hart been done
on effects with potential relevant* to the oloanup. !hero appears
to be no mystomatio attempt to inform the oloanup propos" through
stelae/sal studios at MEL. The routine monitories program
there, it designed primarily to determin* radionuclide. pathways
to human receptors and includes wry little biological
monitoring. Routing, contaminant-level monitoring in animal' is
limited to same animals obtained from road kills.' 11[102211

Sines. the sell ingestion  must for 'cesium approgiohed
the upper limit of the r000mmonded PCP tarset risk range' ihstfil
!NEL must specify which 'worst-ease conditions' wore used.
Sine*, 'It could task* over 400 year* for the tosium to naturally
&golly to an acceptable level', than cesium must be gismo
appropriate. oonsideration. Ithi Oil

DOE's statomont that any wastes sonersted or isolated during
re-mediation activities 'will bt, properly disposed of is not
only inadoquato, it is based on credibility that DOE no longer
can oleim. Thltrofore, a full disoussion must chasoribo Lb*
required 'cradle to grave' watt* profits.. 'DOE's current decis-
ions look credibility because of past failures by DOE and its
prodoo sssss agonoios to dom.l effectively with environmental
contamination and to oak* full subtle disclosure regarding the
contamination and its impacts.' Wail-in

Tha foot that DOE has known "into 1960 that it van aortas-
!outing the. environment and deliberately *voided compliant* with
environmental Jaw. warrants amitosis' to its orodlbility. tim, gam

MoortaidColitimaarghelaidel According to the Office or
Technology A nt of MEL, 'Charattarimotion work la
p ding at a slow pat* and is probably limited by funding.
Investigation and tasting of Bart oonrentional etslallitation and
containment toohniques could to pursued more agsrossively.'
11111141

The dooision by the Asonotos cpmmtrio to do nothing on
intorim actions en the. TEA torched sato'. It an affront to common
sons* and domonstratto blatant disregard for Idaho's nest
valuable resource - groundwater. Contaminated water in the
parched sone" mutt be pumped and treated to minimise further
migration into the mot of the aquifer. Tho ft:1*pol g noont
must mayor again bar allowed to foul our waters and just walk
sway. Billions of dollars currently being channeled into nuclear
weapons material" production would nore than adequately fund
environmental restoration such as • pump and treat. It is
unconscionable for Idaho & EPA to 'approve such • position.

9
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Environmental Doren.. Institutes proposed pump and treat
Immediate motion is necessary because, 'Contaminates may also
fern or absorb onto colloidal particles, which allow them to
move with, or faster than the average groundwater flow. Flow can
result from an apparently unrelated fora., such as the flaw of
water and contaminates due to • thermal or electrioal gradient
instead of the •xpaotad hydraulic gradient. Chemical reactions
and bietesinsformation nay occur, possibly changing the toxicity
or mobility of contaminates. Some contaminates dissolve and mow.
with the water: *one ere In the gas chasm: others are nonaqueous
phase liquid"; some are mare dense than water and may move in a
direction different from groundwater; others may be less dense
than water and fleet on top of it, I611e$11

S. TEST REACTOR AREA BARN BASTE POND
INTERIM ACTION
Record of Deoision

The TRA Warm Waste Pond Record of Decision (ROD) is
deficient. The ROD does not include the immediate secession of
use of the TRA leach panda. EDI 'Ruppert" immediate accession of
use of the leach ponds in combination with pumping contaminated
perched water to a water treatment system for removal of ALL
contaminates.

EDI supports the ROD'. chemical extraction and physical
separation of pond sediment contaminates. These separated sautes
must be safely stored in a monitored, retrievable form. However,
the remedy criteria for removal of aediments of 690 pCligm must
be equal to or less than the State standard of 4 mReetyr.

6. TRA COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARAR's)

EDI challenges the Plan's otatement that, "The sediment is
not hazardous waste as described in RCRA, based upon tests con-
ducted in 1990." !Malt Clearly the sediment I* a hazardous
mixed waste as defined by court challenges to DOE's obfuscation
of RCRA definition.. DOE continues to circumvent RCRA
requirements which specifically "pacify safe handling, treatment,
disposal, end waste site closure standards. For instance, INEL'a
Radioactive Ueste Management Complex (RUNC) is where redimictive
sod hazardous chemical wastes are continuing to be buried in
unperwitted. unlined pits which would net even pars EPA*.
Subtitle D municipal garbage landfill standards.

The TRA pilot study goals 'Mete' 'Minimise or eliminate any
characteristic which make. the (warm wart. pond) waste RCRA
hazardous, including treatment if necessary'. 11014101 This is
indivautable evidence that there are ACRA electrified constituents
in the pond, and DOE's goal is to avoid RCRA requirement..
RCRA closure requirements are further circumvented by not provid-

10
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Ins • non-permeable cap on top of the pond after 'plantation
operations. This is important to keep precipitation from
leaching residual contaminates still suspended in the sub-sotla.

The Plan brazenly proclaims - without protest from the State
nor EPA - that, 'the new limed evaporation pond must be opera-
tional before signifioant cleanup can bee* en cells currently in
use.' This statement clearly and unequivocally identifies EPA
end the State with complicity with DOE'. highest priority being
continued operation - not protection of human health and the
environment.

'DOE's various priority systems hese certain fundamental
flaws and have yet to prove themselves useful In decision-making.
The priority schema weed in the Five-Year Pion groups activities
into four very broad categories. Most DOE activities fall into
some portion of the first two categories primarily, ongoing
activities...' ̀ Yet. at present, the greatest uncertainty
concerns the variables that should be given highest priority in
these systems - reducing health end enviromental risks.' IMOD-
DI

The priority system develaped by DOE's Office of Waste
Operations provides the octagon's. In descending ardor of impor-
tance for action and funding Category one DOE puts 'Maintains
ongoing activities".IMElstrhnomstasmuthschlsRIMOWelnillwi.WWEIMI

Once again, DOE's priority system reflects tbs mama mi.-
guided emphasis on continuing 'operation* and "maintaining on-
going activities' in priority number 1 over its legal obligations
to comply with environmental regulations in priority number S.
INEL's current oriels can be attributed to its historic failure
to emphasize environmental complianme.

Placing formal agreements between DOE and local. State and
Federal agenoiem In priority 2 ahead of its requitement, to
comply with external environmental regulations in priority number
S IS inappropriate. Theme agreements could be lose restrictive
and lase adequate to protect health, safety and the environment.
For example, funding for a weapons production facility could have
a higher priority than complying with standards for redionutlide
omission", depending on the prooleionw of a particular compliance
agreement with • state entity.

Protection of the public,. eamplierste with environmental
regulation, and environmental restoration must be priority 1
PERIOD. Becomes of the inherent conflict of interest, DOE should
not be alloyed to form Its own priority system. Moreover, due to
the fact that other departments such as Defense, Interior, and
Agriculture also have massive contaminated sites requiring clean-
up, • standardised priority system needs to be Implemented. Ths
Environmental Proteslion Agency has been trying unsuooessfully

11
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for several years to convince the Administration of this need.
Public input and full public participation however must be
Included in developing any priority orates.

public confidenos continues to be eroded by DOE's misguided
priorities and its lack of comoitment to meaningful environmental
restoration and compliance with environmental regulation. DOE's
credibility in ro low and the inherent conflict of Interest em
great that another agency must be considered to undertake the
massive cleanup - expected to emceed $ 200 billion. Clearly. DOE
can not be trusted to menage cleanup funding when it is diverting
'cleanup' funding into nuclear weapons production programs.

7. TEST REACTOR AREA (THAI CLEANUP COST

Congressional Office of Technology Assessment (076) recom-
mended that Congress 'authorise an institution other than DOE to
regulate those aspects of radioactive waste management activities
not subject to DOE authority, and over which no other agency has
authority, in order to enhance the credibility and effectivenerne
of those programs.' MI I LH!

'By Iielting DOE self-regulation and providing appropriate
independent regulation of radioactive, 00000 management at the
(DOE) 'deepens Complex. Congress could provide a credible and
effective mechanism for addressing the issues, problems. and
prospective solutions related to the safe treatment, storage, and
disposal of existing and future radioactive waste." NM e 1421

E. STANDARDS FOR DETERMINING 'NOV CLEAN IS CLEAN*

Consoientioue environmental restoration of the 1NEL site
whore massive quentities of radioactive and chemical wastes have
been recklessly dumped vill not occur *otters clear quantitative
environmental standards are established. "Now clean la clean.'
The Environmental Protection Agency tried to promulgate standards
for high level and transuranic redioective wastes in 1965 which
offered inadequate protection. These etandarde were challenged
by the Natural Resources Defense Council and wore overturned by
the First District Court of Appeals in 1967. Draft standards
released So July 1991 with promulgation elated for 1993 are even
less restrictive than the 1976 standards, and no-doubt they will
also not sustain another 14ega1 challenge. These trends are
consistent with the Reagan-Hush Administration's attempt' to get
government off the becks of the polluters. The biggest polluters
being federal government facilities.

Office of Technology Assessment report *toter that: 'The
existing Federal guidance for protection of the public against
radiation is outdated, and the development of new guidance is
uncertain.' 'It is uncertain when and whether EPA would revise

12
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their standard, to reflect! 1.1 recent findings by the National
Research Council's Committee on Biological Effects of Ionising
Radiation (HEIR V report' that the risks of low-level ionizing
radiation are two to three time. more aerious than it previously
anticipated and 2.1 the draft recommendation by the International
Commission on RadioIogioai protection that the current radiation
limit for workers be reduced by 60 percent.' Ittlerfl

The Nuclear Regulatory Commiesion In 1990 adopted policy for
radioactive waste below ID millirem - declaring it 'below regula-
tory 00000 n• MC!. According to this MAC policy, BAC waste can
be disposed of like regular garbage without regard for its radio-
activity. DOE wasted no time adopting the wav• BRC standard
because it allowed them to writs off huge quantities of defense
Waite that might otherwise have been disposed of are radioactive
waste. Due to an overwhelming public cut-cry, the SAC
classification has been temporarily put on held by the RAC.

The federal government continues to violets its obligation
to clean up its environmental digesters by setting standards
which will minimise clean up costs - not maximise restoration.
Risk minimisation dictates that the establishment of environ-
mental stenderds be guided by considerations of health impecte on
current and future residents. DOE must assume that currently
sparsely populated areas will not remain so. Declaring large
areas of land as 'nuclear sacrifice zones' into perpetuity la
unacceptable - if net g ly unconscionable.

The National Academy of Soleness (NASI offered standards in
A Study of the Isolation System for OeoIoate Disposal of Radio-
active Neste.. This study used risk based approach for standards
setting. The 1114 panel recommended that there be a limit on the
dose to the maximally exposed individual at any future time from
wastes buried In a repository. The ISA's risk based approach is
the moat sensible and eclentifically supportable approach to
stan 00000 . H  the 10 millirem limit NSA recommended is far
too high. Recent epidemiological studies are revealing that
exposures et that level can cause serious health effects.

The public must be involved and able to fully participate in
clean up standard,. This issue snort be specifically addressed and
ample opportunity for public comment. The question of 'How Clean
is Clean is a question that the public not government agencies
must decide. Therefore, Congressional hearings ass needed not
only to address standards, but also the fundamental structural
issues concerning the transfer of cleanup programs out of DOE and
over to another agency or as Office of Technology Assessment
IOTA) recommends a new independent external commission.

13
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p. contrail Facclilti.res Aro& 

Agency plans to cleanup the Central Facilities CM/ Motor
Pool Pond fail to accurately acknowledge the source of, nor the
quantities of significant radioactive contamination in the pit.
DOE's plan states only thati 'On several occasions, vehicles and
equipment with small amount. of radioactive contamination were
decontaminated at the station.' Concentrations of 8.41 pCi/I of
Cesium-137; Americium-241 and Plutonium-23.8 at 9.46 pCi/I; and
Plutonlum-239 at 4.29 141/1 are not adequately accounted for.

Pot those who are willing to read the administrative record,
EG&G documentation says that: "long-lived fission products such
as Cesium-1.37, cobalt-60, and Strontium-40 may have been added to
the waste stream during decontamination of vehkoles."34-1111131M
Also Potmesium-40 concentration, of 8.73, Lead-212, and Radium-
226 ere not acknowledged. NWITHelil Tritium contamination under
CFA ranges as high as 24,300 pCi/i which seams additional contam-
ination loading from motor pool must not be milowed.U4han410

DOE'. proposed Plan also does not accurately state the vela-
tile organic ranges. Oak Ridge Survey sampling found 2-butanere
at 190 ug/kg; trichlorcethare at 23 og/ka; toluene at 23 ug/kg;
methylene ahioride at 460 ug/kgr acetone at 85 ug/kg; tetachlore-
ethlene et 76 ogfirg; and 4-methyl 2-pentarene at greater than
6.300 ug/kg. 11bid.04-6&111 Mine of the organic contaminates
*sealed EPA CROL criteria. Over IMEL's history, many accidents
and intentional rub  made transport of contaminates off the
site of eignificant a concern. Wishing all vehicles hat always
been standard operating procedure. Therefore, it im not
surprising that those contaminates ended up in the Motor Pool
Pond. Clearly, the instillation of motorised washing equipment
made the process faster.

Risk calculations for worker exposure only allow for inhala-
tion at 3% and direct contact at 1%. This it grossly understated
due to the close proximity of the pond to CFA. Both State and
EPA review of the Plan challenge DOE statements that EPA risk
 anent methodology guidance was followed and point out that
heavy metal. such as silver and selenium were not acknowledged.
Additionally. EPA challenges DOE'm dismissal of the soil to
groundwater pathway for contaminate migration. EPA also
challenges the use of average values that is inconsistent with
EPA guidance requiring use of a 95% upper level confidence limit.
Cesium is also not included In Exposure A sment nor were alpha
and beta emitters even tested for at the waste pit.

The agency decision of 'No Action" is not supportable, non-
compliant with ARAB'', and therefore, unacceptable. The PC5
Aronlor-1260, in concentrations of 1,470 ugh'', alone, would
dictate enforceable remedial action of exhuming contaminates to
prevent further migration to the aquifer.
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C. MIINUJJ.aam-le "teems; t cm r, wa-eme, 

Chemical 'vaporettos Pond

Ono* again, DOE generates a 'Na Action' proposal without any
substantive information to support the decision. The Auxiliary
Reactor Area (ARAI Chemical Evaporation Pond !a actually an
unlined percolation vast, pit for chemicals and radionuclide,.
Sampling did not include beta-emitting radionuclides. Alpha and
gamma isotopes are listed without any quantitative contaminate
values and drinking water standards upon which a reader could
reasonably make an Informed decision on the merits of the Agency
decision.

This chemical percolation OA is located at ARA Area 1,
which is the site of the infamous SL-1 reactor ea lesion which
spewed 1,100 Ci sot and killed three operators. The ARA has •
long and sordid  for destruct experimental history including
Power Borst Peactor, Gas-Cooled Reactor taperiment, Mobil Power
Plant 01, SPIRT Reactor, 11,2, Fast Spectrum Refractory Metals
Reactor, Hot Critical Experiment, Fast Transient Reactor, and
related support fermilities.

In the Plan narrative, DOE commits nearly all disoussion to
trivialising the problem and *traria( little or no substantive
information. The ARA facilities have extensively contaminated
the ground in the area. DOE expects the public to accept
background samples collected 100 feet frees the pond. Given ARA
released 361,632 curter over its history, this choice for back-
ground sampling i. ludicrous. Adding insult to injury. DOE
characterises these background readings as 'naturally occurring.'

The ARA Iles immediately up gradient of the Big Lost River.
As preelouely cited, • mix member ground water study team commis-
sioned by MO, an Mt contractor, was canceled after its
preliminary results shoved that contamination "could moire from
MEL to the Eagle Valley within months.' (1111,91141 Their findings
 led the p f lava tubes which move water rapidly
through the aquifer and exit at Thousand Springs on the Smoke
River.

Other DOE studies of aquifer contamination plume movement
from !OPP to CFA between 1953 to 1455 document a seven foot/day
or one-telt mile/yr. Contaminate travel time from aortae'
disporma to the aquifer is approximately 4-6 weeks or 10
feet/day. MUMNIC142111C-Itl The fact is that the aquifer is not
homogamous geologic atrunture, but rather a very heterogeneous
mix of different strata. Therefore no generalised character-
'smitten about water movement within the aquifer is valid. The
entire volume of the Rig Lost River literally disappears into the
porous Snake River Plain.

13
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Tho Administrative Record lists the followlnis contaminates
in the, ARA ohomical •pood'i

Cesium-137
Cosium-134
Strontium-90
Cobalt-60
Plutonium-239
Uranium-234

Methyl Chloride.
Barium

297
11.4

297
6.14
2.6
1.6

pC1/8
pCits
pC1/8
pC1/8
pCi/e
pel/g

26 gins
293 ma/kg

1111.11.1C001.1,11M4-111

Tho proposed "No Action' is mot accoptablo and under no
cireumstancse should the State or EPA allow DOE to walk away from
the contamination at this, site. Contamination must no fully
oahumod and put into • RCRA fully compliant and permitted
repository and/or minod TRU waste repository.

16
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Bruce L Schmalz

6445 546566 Ur.

Idaho Foilu Idaho 63401

Mr. Jerry Lyle
MOW Idaho Pella Office
P.O. ion 2047
Idaho Well., Idaho 63403-2047

?Noe Poe* arzrin

July 14. 1992

fr

4:*

4htbatarr 199)
4 tiStOn,

Rat Reclamation of pond areas at TRA-CFA-A22t6kit ""44,M

Dear Ns. Lyle:

This latter is to concur with the recamsendations that no read tai
action is justified.

In addition to the rsasoning presorted in your "molicitation for
comments.' efforts to clean up ground meter at other locations in
the country haw. not leek technically or east affeetive, sad, in
some eases necessary: for example, motor to be used for industrial
purpooeo mead not asst drinking water purity. /a the eases Involved
herewith, the contaminant. concentrotions ere already below
drinking water allowances. Use for any purpose is evidently not
Anticipated, therefor& treatment action would semi foolish.

Interest was provoked by the COS661046446 Coocentratione in Table I
pg. A-7. Cantonment cnoceottations are expected to diminish with
deptb. The concentrations reported for chromatin and tritium shown
in Columns I and C contradict this oomomption.

here sear difficulty tecomciling uentmlapatIdU concentrations in
soil end water reuniting fr.. 49401.1m. 999.900 1950 mid 1970, which
I reported In 1972 (E00-100479) and those reported to 'fable I follow-
ing another 20 years of meets utter discharge.

With regard to the ponds at CPA and AAA, the 'Mb Action" recommendation
samba akralau., ea say nothing about "the risk calculation" beOad on
250 day exposure, which in itself seams unrealistic.

The "Mn Action" recommendations based on factual Logic (common genet)
rather then response to political hysteria are gratifying.

10W2-1
M-03

#W2-2
M-03

4W2-3
M-03
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dory adallOn
ESE L $ Idaho, Inc.
PG box 1425
NS 71.24
Idaho fall', It. 81411

Lear Or. Lyle,

RE-
jut 3 W/i

WIROMPBrrAL 
/55501,1

Ii°14
POWA

I am a systams angineer at TRA. Part of ay responsibilities are our liquid

waste discharges. I aorta with 00E's nti action rebommandatlom far reeediation

pp the perched water teaks ander TRA. I do feel, however, that TRA should

ratycle it, colt iron-contaminatedl waste water, I haws ...omitted a
Construction project request to put a rrrrrrr Clint. unit in our told matte
system, if me put our cont aaaaa ted effluent into an smaperation pond and

re-cliche the [01111 affluent, 111-001 of discharge to the parched !extoe tables
will be allainated. The goal Is to dry op the parched water tablas and trap
contaelnants in the soil civilian. This mill reduce the risk to human hamitn,
alp. fro* trItiva and [broom., to nagligable ouch sooner.

I twilit. that fsture construction projects ars not part of the propos'',
Action plan, but recycling liquid vast. eould Si a slgoificant port on any

rrrrr i itl on action.

Yay Adamson

WC-00304 (1)

IIII 0 AM 7711 • knot no 117411• 201/144•111.1,

1111
PI= 4040 • itentholt inll 11140 - 20411O-7171
O 110 E CIn' - Not* I la $0.10/ • 101,1154-4752

Snake River Alliance RECEIVE:
VA 3 ry

arneoluatAt nucuriak
!IMMO

My name is Slim MOlman. My address is 310 East Censor,
Pocatello. I as a active of Columbia, South Carolina, and the
Savannah Host site is a familiar halghbor. Par the part year, I
have been with the Samurai Romauraes Doran,* Council, where I
spaat a good &oat of time focusing on the Idaho Chealaal
Processing Plant and its high-level  . I am working with the
Snake. River Alliance this summer and am speaking this *waning on
bagel! of its 1,200 Individual, family, and be einem

Over three years ago, the Department of Snargy promised to begin
environmsntal rdistoration at the Idaho lational Ingineering
Laboratory. Since that time, a steady stream of nuclear vast.
has continued to enter Idaho. Sind* that tine, mot a teaspoonful
of ISM, oontaaination has bean 'classed up.'

In Lim moantima, government iodinates harm effectivaly undereined
their prom/mind for full public towel  in cleanup docislons.

Certainly. on the aurae" that* appears to be a banquet at
opportenitirs far public involvement. We have asetings--ona
right attar the other--oa the Community Relations Plan, proposed
cleanup plan., the Site-Specific Plan. Ws seen hear third, are
plans to start soaping for a site-wide enviraismantal impact
states-eat. There aaaaa to be a what" lot of planning going on.

And that. are aaaaaaaa and departments within &genet*, *titer to
tell us everything =az think ve need to know about every single
plan. Draft Records of Beeisloa, of pantile, remain secret.
Without prodding, the agencies wouldn't even tell us the plan for
monitoring groundwater at the Teal tempter Aree--125 years from
no., even though that is the proposal plan.

Rut all these aaaaaaaa are, in reality, somewhat confutiog,
laborious, and redundantd they will ulttaately frastrate and
exhaust the public. Whathar intentional or not, this balksnirad
approach to public lava'  salnly to dissipate public
participation, consuming the ilea and "mom of public 1 aaaaaa t
groups that might otherwise ha spent on more productiva pursuits.

Why don't we regard thews MAAtiA/S as productive?

Blurred is Lisa fatale, abundance of eppertualttes la tine fact
that no prat'ss yet masts that Allows CitiMIS to participate or
even he ropraaaa tt4 on the front end of the deetaidnimaking
process. Agency official' devise and prissent 'proposed
solutions,' the public cabalists on these proposal', and then the
spinal's decide what, if any, changes to proposed actions will he
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taken in 'response.' While this process say occasionally--
somewhere on earth--lead to significant alteratione in a plan, It
effectively precludes the public from challenging the basic
planning premises 

One such premise, set forth on page A-P of the Perched Water
Plan, is the notion that the Department of leerily will retain
control over the Idaho Sational Engineering Laboratory for the
next 125 years, 23 years longer than Idaho has existed as a
state. Who has decided that the INEL will be there for 125
years? Can they guarantee it? Did they ask the people of Idaho?

I doubt it, but the people of Idaho might just see a pattern
here. Does this pra,sction seen that DOE will bn asintaining
control over high-level waste in Idaho until the year 2117? Does
that constitute 'interim storage"? Would that the DOS had taken
much • long-rang, view when it put sodium-contaminated waste Into
eingle-walled tanks. Or maybe it did.

Tor cleanup to go properly, the people of Idaho need,

SUBSTANTIAL PROCESS MORN

(1) Cleanup decisions Cannot be left to the bureaucrats 
end the technocrats alone. These problems are social, not
just technical.

(2) An Uonest Cosmitarnt to Accountability to help teeter*
citizen faith in the DON. Citizen input should be welcomed
and used, not tolerated then ignored.

(31 pull Dieciosure of the environmental and health
concerns, risks, and hazards at the INEL.

A RATIONAL POLICY TOE ENVIROEMESTAL PROTSCTIOR AT TES 1W.
The current patchwork of INSL "cleanup' ;alleles is woveo by
inter-agency politic, and inevitably warped by the DOE efforts to
~rein function. related to nuclear weapons in Idaho. Ws believe
en honest analysis of the  1, health, and economic
issuee involved in cleanup should include the following.

(1) SO More Waste Should be Allowed Into Idaho 

(2) On-Site Waite Pia/Auction Should ha lieducel.

(3) 00-81te Contamination Should be Nandled,liatiOnallY 
a. Deal with Imminent Threats Immediately (SLW tanks)
b. Reap mobile state from spreading
c. Use 'interim actions' only if they reduce risk

without significantly complicating future resediation

(4) Determine Cleanup Standards Through Public Involvement. 

WC-00305 (1)

1024 East Mt St

Moscow, ElP13/343

July 24, 1902

Jerry Lyle. Deputy Assist Mime,

Erneoreventall flormoraeon end Wade Management

DOE Idaho Red Oleos

BOx 2047

Idaho FA 10 53403-2047

Dear Sr:

stttom.enr,
1"--

The lager is In month to the Teruhed Wale; System beneath eve rag Reactor Area' den

for INEL I Mendel in pubic comment meeting held on Moscow on July 23, but was

unprepared to respond * that time. Since then I have eluded the &omen% Fronded.

roved/ Ley request that yco riled your plan of no ac8on end proceed to develop a plan

based on otheiclaratIons I shall presort below.

My comments shal be is three ereceicrie 1) general wants that your planning proems ha

lost sight of the oven, owloteness of the onvimeenental polklon Street presented by NEL

2) spedno correienta about your theracthetselion of the use end its model used to derive the

data upon which you base your nth sessearnerte and 9) suggestions to en wean plan lor

the perched water system berm& the Tat Reactor Ares

510201
First, let ms say that I was quite sun:need by the apparent phkroophy of DOE, EPA, CEO

and Dames and Moore in your approach to the Mutton et IND- We are In the lath decade

of the twentieth century. the cold war le over, end the general pubic has major coroone

about environmental pollution and wants to do scmelhthe about 1. even what we've corns

to understand @bout the lthetIoning of Cur environment and rodlonucidee and heavy metals

as envIronmorael Modre, WEL 'mold never be located on the BOOM *mks River Plain In
Ws day end ape. even is the name of national security. From en environmental point of
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environment. A plan of 'no itittlon• to reduce men-caused pollution of the Snake Ranit

Aquifer k errs* unacceptable_

I respectfully submtt Be above comments for your cOnsideration and rawest that you reject

one ;ran es presented by DOE If you would los further Information from me, or dariScation

of my comments, pima do not heahate to ;sorrel roe.

cc. Mr. Wayne Piers

Mr. Dean Nylted

Ms. Bony Benson

Mr. Chuck BrOiCiCita

10

SlwowINY

Thomas V. Desert

/024 East Flfth

Moscow, Idaho 83643

Tee 8132-0912

WC-00306 (1)

itAtige ?!!eager Vera .4 Nakao
mos. W040 C141.3

Comments on the following •
proposed' clean up plans at the rims

a Perched Water System bensitis the Test Reactor Area

* Meter Pool Pond at the Central Fecilities Area; and

* Chemical evaporation Pond "at the AnNlliary Reactor Area

submitted-by the League of Women Voters of Moscow

July 23, 19,2

The League of Women of Moscow is pleased to be able to
present these comment* in person At a public meeting held in
northern Idaho. The League is reassured by our government's

iticn, of the public's right to the opportunity to-
participate in the clean up process regardless of whether
the public Choose, to exercise that right 'at any given tie,.
The League continues to request language in the DM,
community Relations Plan that will guarantee that at least
one public seating on each cleanup project. be bald in the
northern .part of the statia.

League members attended a technical briefing held in Moscow
on July 14, and met, on July 21, 1992 to prepare the
following cementer,

Perched water tystee beneath tli* Telt Meister Area
The league bass grave reservations about the-proposed
decision to allow the contaminated sediments in the deep
water perched 'paid to remain there. A,risk .sesesasent based
on mean concentrations of contaminants is in danger of
understating the risk. This is of special significance

that
the decision is to tabs No Action. The League requests

that the risk aesessment be repeated based on a model that
considers the highest concentratimus, before a Mo Action
alternative. be found Acceptable.

The League requests written identifies:stip* of the specific
operable units under which each of the fire ponds' and basins .
listed is sourced of the shallow perched water system will
be evaluated. This information was not provided in the June
26, 1692 Dear Citizen letter. the League ale* 'requests
written assurance that the:sediments in the shells*, parched
water System will be included in the RI/18 studies: for each
of these operable units.

114 JAM .C...401 WM. -01..1.4011.01.1-.01%1141.111. d NC .= wet'
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The, League Objects to the continued use of the warm %mete
pond and the cold waste pond In light of the decision to
allow the contaminants in the deep perched pond to remain as
a source of contamination to the Snake River Aquifer.

motor 7001 Pond at the caatral Fanilities A:1141
The League finds the risk to human health too great to allow
a decision of Wo Action at the Central facilities Area Rotor
pool Pond The League finds that the soda's assumptions
of exposure for both occupational and residential uses to be
understated. Yet even with these understated exposure
rates, the risk to human health as determined by the risk
assessment sodel summarized in Table 2 of the June 26, 1992
Dear Citizen letter exceeds 1 in on million increased
cancer demel—stan all four scenarios. The league finds this
health risk completely unacceptable" Only in those cases
whom the No Action alternative mould r it in a risk to
human health of one increased cancer aeeeW per one million
people should the No Action alterative be considered. The
League vigorously and strenuously Objects to the No Action
alternative for the Central Facilities Area Motor pool Pond.
The League supports the option where sediments are removed,
containerized and stored in a monitored retrievable site as
required by ROCA.

Chemical Roaparetion Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Areas
The League has no cnnnents on this proposed plan.

In closing. the League formally requests that preliminary
 scants on Waste Are. Group 16 begin immediately. The
League finds that it is net in the beat interest of public
health to allow toxic. hasardous and radioactive materials
to continue to contaminate the Snake liver Aquifer for at
least another seven years before the cumulative consequences
of these No Action &millions will begin to be evaluated.
Continuing evaluation of the cumulative consequences of
contamination free each subsequent No Action alternative
will allow for the earliest detection of an unacceptable
risk. This information should be included in the proposed
plans for every operable unit in each waste area group.
This procedure will allow the public to comprehend and tract
the cumulative, risk of the clean up program as it
progresses.

The League objects to the fragmentation of projects into
unconnected operable units as presented in the proposed
plans described in the June 26, 1992 Dear Citizen letter.
The public wants to see how each element fits together. If
a 'puree of contamination or portion of a facility will be
considered under a separate plan or • separate operable unit
than these relationships seat be spell out in detail in the
information provided to the public. It is too unwieldy for

ow6•1
m-al

#W6-2
M-01

RW84
M-01

#W6-4
M-01

RW6-5
M-04

6W6-7
M-12

WC-00306 (3)

the public to theme down such vagaries as w Sediments in
these ponds, and the retention basin associated with the
Nara Caste Pond, as well as past contamination of the Snake
River Aquifer, are being further evaluated under the

as separate Operable unit-m.13nm 26, 1992, Dear
iCitt:::?tA-4) The appropriate operable unit and time frame
for consideration sust be identified in the text or as a
note.

Respectfully submitted,

Winifred Dixon IJfnn milieu?, Chair
INIL Study CroupPresident

P-J-L• v
-L 3

RW6-7
M-12

W6 4
M -0 1
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Moscow. Idaho

July 23, 1992

We do not feel that "No remedial action" le the proper solution
for dealing with the contamination in the Perched Water Syetem
beneath the Test Reactor Area, the Motor Pool Pond at the Central
Facilities Area. and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the
Auxiliary Reactor Area.

Dividing the INEL into so many weete area groups. and thee* into
operable unite, may make it easier to manage the investigations.
but all of this fragmentation does not provide us with the total
picture. Adding all the "below-rick" factors of all the operable
units of all the waste area groups together might result in a
level which should demand remedial action. It seems very
important to have a preliminary risk asaessment of the whole area
in order to come up with valid solutions.

We wonder about the wisdom of averaging the concentrations of
contaminants found in different areas. Using the highest
concentrations would change the picture drastically. Revisions
in what is considered safe concentrations for theme contaminants
have always been downward instead of upward, and it makes more
cense to err on the conservative side If we cannot be sure Just
what is safe.

Finally, what are "safe concentrations" for all of the
populations, flora and fauna, found in the INEL area. We do not
believe that the "safe concentration' level for the harvester
ant, for example, is known--yet the conclusion is made that no
harm will occur to humans gE the environment. Do you even know
how many species are in the environment?

Patricia A. Scott
943 East 8th Street
Moscow. /0 83843

A4.4erader--
Donald R. Scott
943 East 8th Street
Moscow, ID 83843

WC-00308 (1)

SUA.
PC(5'. - r

1\kt Grai Road*

!WELa background di ten al::\47 
Grain Rondo
to mentien that the

Test Rector Area [TPA) has forty-nine Solid Vast. Management
Units. These include leaching ponds, underground tank., rubble
pile*, cooling towers. waste injection well, french drains. and
cavorted spills where hazardous end mixed wastes exist. (SSP f 721
A reader of INEL'a Plea mlght be led to believe that the Ware Waste

1 

I Pond and the contaminated Perched Water are the only problem area
at TRA. Additionally, the pond has been in continuous use for 35
years. (DOE/ID-12111 4, 391

TRA's reactor fuel tooling canal et the Materiels Test Reactor
had a severe leak which was not drained and repaired until a decade
after it was discovered. This leak allowed large quantities of
contaminated coolant water to escape to the soil below the TWA. but

711047.1 
has not been identified in the Cleanup Plan as a contamination

M-01 
source, The largest contributor to groundwater contaminetion under
the ERA was the radioactive waste injection well which was not
closed until 1904. Discontinuing the use of injection well, due to
pressure from the State. volumes to the leach ponds intr....ad
proportionally. fLP

The Test Reactor Area fTRAF leads all other MEL facility
4W7-2 ere ,in red€eaetire °lid vast, disposal relative to curls con-
M-11 d between 1952 and 1981 tits 3,636.000 Ci. of

P6C1 11D-10054-811 TRA supports the Advanced Test
Reactor. Advanced Reactor Critical Facility Reactors, Not Cell
Facility, Nuclear Physics Research Program, Advanced Reactivity
Measurement Facility, and Coupled Fast Reactivity Measurement
Facility Reactor..

SYV7-3
M-07

SW7-4
M-08

TPA also leads the list of 1NEL facilities for radioactive
liquid waste discharges 111351. Between 1952 and 1981 IRA released
50.840 Ci. to the soil. This figure does not include "short-lived
radioactivity less than 2-3 day half-life. (ibid. fie) The sloe of
the contamination plume under TAN is larger than DOE acknowledges.
Idaho State University monitories found TRA highest in tritium
concentrations. Weil No. d5 south of land beyond acknowledged
plume; TRA had the higheet results ranging from 43,5000 to 48,200
picocuries per liter. 1'90 Oweroighte211

ua,  
I parch water contamination plumes beguae, of the location and depth

Nae—Reaae chalTenges DOE'e characterization of the site to the

of the monitoring well.. The State'. [View strongly suggests that
wells along the north and northeast margin of the network ore too
deep to intercept or represent water levels in the deep perched
water Sons.' 'That is. the deep perched water zone may extend
farther to the north and northeast than previously recognized' by
DOE. [91 Oversleht0311

L-- f IRA percolation ponds, which replaced the injection well.
receive 33 million gal. per year. Between 1952 and 1974 these ponds
received 41,049 CI. or 8311 of 1NEL's total of 49,745 Cl. for the

53
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'fiver Om past 5 years. DOE has gradually been required to ac-
knowledge that cleanup of the Nuclear Veapons Comptes (including

INELI Is subject to regulation by EPA lor the States) to the extent
that hazardous materials are involved or a site is placed on the
Superfund's National Priority List (NFU. Until 1984. DOE claimed
that it We. exempted from regulation under hazardous waste laws
such as RCRA because or Its Atomic Energy Act authority relating to
national security and sovereign immunity from Stet* regulation. A'
1984 Tenn sssss Federal court decision rejected this claim and
ordered DOE to comply with all RCRA proclaims.' IOTA 0 341 lott-
ing. Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation v. Nodal, 586 F.
Supp. 1163 E.D.i Tenn. 1984)

3. TEST REACTOR AREA ITRA1 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Tk- Plan'.  listjaa of vontamiments fails to list ).dins-029
and Plutoeu-;221-23/..--eind-2.413...which were found Sn TRA leech pond
031711Taan-OROCentration ranges J_CRst from 40,000 to 400.000.
Distribution coeffraiiRtill-li-Pu isotopes in sediments ranged from
13.000 to 150.000.IDOE/ID-12111 0391 Due to 1-129's 17 million
yllE.. balfsiire._and Plutonium:m.2A Ith17537d- - fe these
isotopes are considered_parmelenent_oontamimatee_in the enviroriiienlyN

The Plan also fails to quantify the range of contamination In
TRA perched water. EDI concurs with the State'  e critic_Lam. 
for using only_thie_aa_anncentration lave.. Readers of the Plan
-deserve more Information thme-Aisent--tamy-Gememed (*Marl) oafs 
dr91rTlRrwater stands • ' or• a etandard of 4 

Li/1.- -
fRry-place molA7  taliglover the drinking water sten-
darsL. Americium-X*1 is 140 times over: rontlum-90is 510-  times
over: and -TFTVTI7M—is 92 trams aye- t8to drinkEire7ialrFirreErrdia.

There is no justification for DOE to eliminate radioactive
iectopes which had half-lives of more than five year., and non-
Inclusion of Ceaium (half-life of 30 yr., In the exposure ssssss -
ment. TRA lies immediately (less than 2 miles! up gradient to the
Big Lossf-RTOir. LonoiderablItL u_csLtainill as fei-iFitamlnate

"P•r4-ttm4-17VbrIn_t115..alULLer_..F1./A_O›..the-.71aTirWncei of lava '
tubes 0 ET-TFkYOtTROnz.hceMogenetic_geolOgV of the Snake River
pIllp ATOTfir,LIL6orecver, DOK's- contention that 'there is no 1

cur4.slEfaiTinf_the perched watfrIr ohfaminated Snake River
VItInity of TRA_ and:that only considered use of the

a in 12.5-Vmars Is totally einjuellijidjand unacceptable.

A six member ground water study team commigmioned by EC&C, an
1NEL contractor, was canceled after its preliminary results showed
that contamination 'could mace from INEL to the Magid Valley within
months.' EAley. 19801 Their findings revealed the presence of lava
tubes which move water rapidly through the aquifer end exit at
Thousand Springs on the Snake River. Another DOE study of contam-

55
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Ination plumes from 1CPP to CF., between 1953 to 1958 document a
seven foot/day or one-half mile/yr. EERDA-5316 0111-811 That means
that TRA contamination could reach the 8); Lost River in 2 years or
less. The fact Is that the aquifer is not a homogenous geologic
structure, but rather a very heterogeneous mis of different strata -
Therefore ne seneralized characterization about water movement
within the aquifer is valid. The entire volume of the Big Lost
River literally disappears into the porous Soak* River Plain.

4. TRA RISK ASsFSSMENT

Human health risk information appears not to consider the com-
bined cancer risks for non-radionuclide and radionuclide from
inhalation. Since the radionuclide component already 'approach.*
the upper National Contingency Plan iNCP/ limit'EPlen 03). the
combined risks may push it over the limit.

'The carcinogenic risks due to the *sternal expoeure to radio-
nuclides were found to be significantly above the recommended RCP
target risk range.'llbidl This statement, an with other vague un-
quantified etatements, sssss vas •*eine number. attached to it due
to their obvious significance. EPA'a_n/andards AP:linearly two

rdecades old and do not reflect  rent_knowlecia.• thou the health
Therefore

con sssss tits 1 chance in 10,000 chant* in getting cancer must be 

Human health risks  anent additionally do not consider
lik migratory water foul tieing the TRA west, ponds. 1-129 and other

ems-emitting nuclide in tissues of ducks from the Test Reactor
1 Area fTRAI leaching pond. have been known by INEL at Least since
--(-( a1:9131,41(Hesith Physics 40: 173-1811 'Consumption of • duck immed1

ate after leaving the TRA vast.* ponds would result In the pre-
dicted deem equivalent of about 10 nerve to en off-site individual
from routine INEL operationeiDOE/ID-12082(8611.•EDOE-ID-12111110361
DOE acknowledges 1-129 concentration AVERAGES of .3 pCi/gm.
RODP351

Despite the fact that DOE/INEL has known for a decade about -
water foul being conteelosted in their radioactive waste ponds, no
public notice has aver been released. 'DOE has historically
avoided public notification of releases from the moons plants end
their possible health effects. This preetice has crested substan-
tial public distrust of DOE's methods and motivation.' IOTA P S-91

Plutonium-238. 239. and 240 concentrations in TRA leach ponds
as previously cited ham been studied at length in • 1987 INEL
report. This report stated that, 'The highest plutonium concentra-
teens was found in net plankton. Plankton concentration, ratios
,ranged from 40,000 to 400.000 for the plutonium Isotopes and varied
owith tempting dates. These values reflect to efficiency with which
!plutonium is taken up by plankton.' IDOE/1D-12111 0391
4,--
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The *belie Plutonium figures are relevant whvn considering that
}r 

The
migratory water foul are eating the plankton and moving off-

sita, and potentially into Idahoan's diet. Two other DOE elites -
'Savannah River And Oak Ridge have had problems containing radioac-

Lt_ivity on site.

- -

f_____

.efl(
allowed 10 Cott! nu, maters AAA just
-154-iiii-chenneled into nuctee

According to the Office of Technology Assessment 10TA1, INEL
hoe not attempted extensive ecological site charectorizetion.
"Although selected studies have been done on effects with potential
relevance to the cleanup. there appears to be no systematic attempt
to inform the cleanup process through ecological etudles at INEL.
The routine monitoring program there, is designed primarily to
determine radionuclide pathways to human receptors and Includes
vary little biological monitoring. Routine contaminant-level
monitoring in animals is limited to game animals obtained from road
kills.' (07A 0 205)

Since the Soil Ingestion assessment for 'cesium approached the
upper limit of the recommended NCP target risk range' !Plan e 31
INEL must specify which 'worst-case conditions' were used. Wes it
a hot, dry, day. down-wind? 'It could take over 400 years for the
cesium to naturally decay to an acceptable level.' IPlan 5 Ti

DOE's statement that an wastes .enerated or Isolated during
re-me v t es -v o ly

quote
erefo  the feduir4

li-Eiatra_ugygluaata_gawgs 'DOE's current decisions lack
credibility because of past failures by DOE and its predecessor
amities to deal effectively with environmental contamination and
to make full public disclosure regarding the contamination and its
imposts." IOTA di 5-141

The fact that DOE hes known for decades that it was contam-
inating the environment and deliberately avoided compliance with
environmental law, warrants challenges, to its credibility. Accord-
ing to the Office of Technology Assessment of INEL. 'Characteriza-
tion work is proceeding et a slow pate and is probably limited by
funding. Investigation and testing of more conventional stabi-
lization and containment techniques could be pursued more aggres-
sively.- (OTA e 341

iDOE.ID.I  to do nothing on
itairdst_aor*loe.oa.e.-1141.parchial ry 13 t --t-u-d6ramon
5-.UXIES--ar."1,4000404.4-04-44-0tee4-44-amee,aaal-Se0-;ele4te-te-coos* enable
resource - grounAwetage ontaminated water n t shed zones
must be pumped and treat., 0 m n mire urther ml,ration

t. a
I is unconscie

env ronmental rester

walk away oilers currently
ors  than

epprzuuE_Jen a position.

/N.
11,4"

-
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iearge ivemea %au 7Je04664,
MOSCOW wAwo even
S14 East Morton street

July 24, 1992

Dean Nygard, Acting Federal Fecilities Program Manager
Idaho DiVilliOft of Environmental Quality
1410 X. Hilton
Boise, Idaho 53100-9000

Subject: Request for an extension of the comment period on
the Proposed Plan for the Motor Pool Pond at the
Central Facilities Areal and

Request that the public be notified of the error
in the reported risk  anent data in the rune
26, 1992 Dear Citizen letter

Dear Mr. Mygard:

Please accept this lettere. an official..requaust for a
thirty (30) day extension of the Consent period on the
Proposed'Plan for the Motor-Pool Pond at tne.centtal
Facilities Axe... This time extension is requested in order
for the three agencies to notify the public of • substantial
error in the reported risk assessment summary data in Table
2 or the June 26, 1992 deaf Citizen letter. This error came
to light at the public meeting held in Wootiow on July 23.
.To our knowledge, thee' 'ambers of the public who were not
in attendance at that seating have no way of knowing the .
information on which they are mating, their comments is in
error. Thereinto, the League also requests-that the public
be notified of the -error and provided with the correct data..

91 ly,

ynn Ninftir '
Chair, LIOVICINEL Study Croup

copy: Winifred Dixon, President

adi µrut 1•101CON PICYCILID NW.

OW9.1
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(40 rows affected)

(14 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

Category Name Page Comment0

M-01 Dennis Donnelly 105 T1-2

M-01 Mary McReynolds 376 T4-10

M-01 Lynn Mineur 372 T4-2

M-01 Lynn Mineur 372 T4-3
M-01 Lynn Mineur 372 T4-4
M-01 Lynn Mineur 372 T4-5
M-01 Lynn Mineur 373 T4-5
M-01 Lynn Mineur 417 W6-1
M-01 Lynn Mineur 417 W6-2

M-01 Lynn Mineur 417 W6-3
M-01 Lynn Mineur 417 W6-4
M-01 Lynn Mineur 418 W6-8

M-01 Patricia and Donald Scott 322 T4-1
M-01 Patricia and Donald Scott 419 W7-i
M-02 Chuck Broscious 381 T4-22
M-02 Chuck Broscious 399 W1-8
M-02 Carolyn Hondo 180 T2-1
M-02 Carolyn Hondo 181 T2-1
M-03 John Horan 77 T1-1
M-03 Bruce Schmalz 402 W2-1

M-03 Bruce Schmalz 402 W2-2
M-03 Bruce Schmalz 402 W2-3

M-03 John E. Tanner 105 TI-3
M-04 Chuck Broscious 381 T4-23
M-04 Mary McReynolds 377 T4-12
M-04 Lynn Mineur 373 T4-6
M-04 Lynn Mineur 417 W6-5
M-04 Michael J. Ushman 219 T3-1
M-04 Michael J. Ushman 220 T3-1
M-05 Chuck Broscious 380 T4-17

M-05 Chuck Broscious 399 W1-3
M-05 Mary McReynolds 376 T4-11

M-05 Mary McReynolds 377 T4-11
M-06 Chuck Broscious 380 T4-18
M-06 Chuck Broscious 380 T4-19
M-06 Chuck Broscious 381 T4-20
M-06 Chuck Broscious 381 T4-21
M-06 Chuck Broscious 399 W1-4
M-06 Chuck Broscious 399 W1-5
M-06 Chuck Broscious 399 W1-6
M-06 Chuck Broscious 399 W1-7
M-07 Patricia and Donald Scott 419 W7-3
M-08 Patricia and Donald Scott 419 W7-4
M-09 Chuck Broscious 378 T4-15
M-09 Chuck Broscious 379 T4-15
M-09 Chuck Broscious 399 WI-1
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M-10 Chuck liroscious 379 T4-16

M-10 Chuck Broscious 380 T4-16

M-10 Chuck Broscious 399 W1-2

M-11 Lynn Mineur 373 T4-7

M-11 Lynn Mineur 417 W6-6

M-11 Patricia and Donald Scott 419 W7-2

M-12 Mary McReynolds 377 T4-14

M-12 Mary McReynolds 378 T4-14

M-12 Lynn Mineur 373 T4-8

M-12 Lynn Mineur 374 T4-4

M-12 Lynn Mineur 417 W6-7

M-]2 Lynn Mineur 418 W6-7

M-12 Patricia and Donald Scott 419 W7-2
M-13 Mary McReynolds 376 T4-9
M-13 Mary McReynolds 377 T4-13
M-14 Michael J. Ushman 233 T3-2
M-15 Lynn Mineur 424 W9-1
M-15 Lynn Mineur 424 W9-2

(64 rows affected)
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(40 rows affected)
(14 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

Category Page Commentt Name

M-01 105 T1-2 Dennis Donnelly

M-01 322 T4-1 Patricia and Donald Scott
M-01 372 T4-2 Lynn Mineur
M-01 372 T4-3 Lynn Mineur
M-01 372 T4-4 Lynn Mineur
M-01 372 T4-5 Lynn Mineur
M-01 373 T4-5 Lynn Mineur
M-01 376 T4-10 Mary McReynolds
M-01 417 W6-1 Lynn Mineur
M-01 417 w6-2 Lynn Mineur
M-01 417 W6-3 Lynn Mineur
M-01 417 W6-4 Lynn Mineur
M-01 418 W6-8 Lynn Mineur
M-01 419 w7-1 Patricia and Donald Scott
M-02 180 T2-1 Carolyn Hondo
M-02 181 T2-1 Carolyn Hondo
M-02 381 T4-22 Chuck Broscious
M-02 399 W1-8 Chuck Broscious
M-03 77 T1-1 John Horan
M-03 105 T1-3 John E. Tanner

M-03 402 W2-1 Bruce Schmalz
M-03 402 W2-2 Bruce Schmalz
M-03 402 W2-3 Bruce Schmalz
M-04 219 T3-1 Michael J. Ushman
M-04 220 T3-1 Michael J. Ushman
M-04 373 T4-6 Lynn Mineur
M-04 377 74-12 Mary McReynolds
M-04 381 T4-23 Chuck Broscious
M-04 417 W6-5 Lynn Mineur
M-05 376 T4-11 Mary McReynolds
M-05 377 T4-11 Mary McReynolds
M-05 380 T4-17 Chuck Broscious
M-05 399 W1-3 Chuck Broscious
M-06 380 T4-18 Chuck Broscious
M-06 380 T4-19 Chuck Broscious
M-06 381 T4-20 Chuck Broscious
M-06 381 T4-21 Chuck Broscious
M-06 399 W1-4 Chuck Broscious
M-06 399 W1-5 Chuck Broscious
M-06 399 W1-6 Chuck Broscious
M-06 399 W1-7 Chuck Broscious
M-07 419 W7-3 Patricia and Donald Scott
M-08 419 W7-4 Patricia and Donald Scott
M-09 378 T4-15 Chuck Broscious
M-09 379 74-15 Chuck Broscious
M-09 399 w1-1 Chuck Broscious
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M-10 379 T4-16 Chuck Broscious

M-10 380 T4-16 Chuck Broscious
M-10 399 W1-2 Chuck Broscious
M-11 373 T4-7 Lynn Mineur

M-11 417 W6-6 Lynn Mineur

M-11 419 W7-2 Patricia and Donald Scott

M-12 373 T4-8 Lynn Mineur

M-12 374 T4-8 Lynn Mineur

M-12 377 T4-14 Mary McReynolds

M-12 378 T4-14 Mary McReynolds

M-12 417 W6-7 Lynn Mineur
M-12 418 W6-7 Lynn Mineur
M-12 419 W7-2 Patricia and Donald Scott
M-13 376 T4-9 Mary McReynolds
M-13 377 T4-13 Mary McReynolds
M-14 233 T3-2 Michael J. Ushman
M-1 5 424 W9-1 Lynn Mineur
M-15 424 W9-2 Lynn Mineur

(64 rows affected)
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(40 rows affected)
(14 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)
Comment# Page Category Name

T1-1 77 M-03 John Horan
T1-2 105 M-01 Dennis Donnelly
T1-3 105 M-03 John E. Tanner
T2-1 180 M-02 Carolyn Hondo
T2-1 181 M-02 Carolyn Hondo
T3-1 219 M-04 Michael J. Ushman
T3-1 220 M-04 Michael J. Ushman
T3-2 233 M-14 Michael J. Ushman
T4-1 322 M-01 Patricia and Donald Scott
T4-2 372 M-01 Lynn Mineur
T4-3 372 M-01 Lynn Mineur
T4-4 372 M-01 Lynn Mineur
T4-5 372 M-01 Lynn Mineur
T4-5 373 M-01 Lynn Mineur
T4-6 373 M-04 Lynn Mineur
T4-7 373 M-11 Lynn Mineur
T4-8 373 M-12 Lynn Mineur
T4-8 374 M-12 Lynn Mineur
T4-9 376 M-13 Mary McReynolds

T4-10 376 M-01 Mary McReynolds
T4-11 376 M-05 Mary McReynolds
T4-11 377 M-05 Mary McReynolds
T4-12 377 M-04 Mary McReynolds
T4-13 377 M-13 Mary McReynolds
T4-14 377 M-22 Mary McReynolds
T4-14 378 M-12 Mary McReynolds
T4-15 378 M-09 Chuck Broscious
T4-15 379 M-09 Chuck Broscious
T4-16 379 M-10 Chuck Broscious
T4-16 380 M-10 Chuck Broscious
T4-17 380 M-05 Chuck Broscious
T4-18 380 M-06 Chuck Broscious
T4-19 380 M-06 Chuck Broscious
T4-20 381 M-06 Chuck Broscious
T4-21 381 M-06 Chuck Broscious
T4-22 381 M-02 Chuck Broscious
T4-23 381 M-04 Chuck Broscious
W1-1 399 M-09 Chuck Broscious
W1-2 399 M-10 Chuck Broscious
W1-3 399 M-05 Chuck Broscious
W1-4 399 M-06 Chuck Broscious
W1-5 399 M-06 Chuck Broscious
W1-6 399 M-06 Chuck Broscious
W1-7 399 N-06 Chuck Broscious
W1-8 399 M-02 Chuck Broscious
W2-1 402 M-03 Bruce Schmalz
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W2-2 402 M-03 Bruce Schmalz
W2-3 402 M-03 Bruce Schmalz
W6-1 417 M-01 Lynn Mineur
W6-2 417 M-01 Lynn Mineur
W6-3 417 M-01 Lynn Mineur
W6-4 417 M-01 Lynn Mineur

W6-5 417 M-04 Lynn Mineur
W6-6 417 M-11 Lynn Mineur
W6-7 417 M-12 Lynn Mineur
W6-7 418 M-12 Lynn Mineur
W6-8 418 M-01 Lynn Mineur
W7-1 419 M-01 Patricia and Donald Scott
W7-2 419 M-I1 Patricia and Donald Scott
W7-2 419 M-12 Patricia and Donald Scott
W7-3 419 M-07 Patricia and Donald Scott
W7-4 419 M-08 Patricia and Donald Scott
W9-1 424 M-15 Lynn Mineur
W9-2 424 M-15 Lynn Mineur

(64 rows affected)
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(40 rows affected)
(14 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

Name Category Comment# Page

Chuck Broscious M-02 T4-22 381

Chuck Broscious M-02 W1-8 399
Chuck Broscious M-04 T4-23 381
Chuck Broscious M-05 T4-17 380
Chuck Broscious M-05 W1-3 399
Chuck Broscious M-06 T4-18 380
Chuck Broscious M-06 T4-19 380
Chuck Broscious M-06 T4-20 381
Chuck Broscious M-06 T4-21 381
Chuck Broscious M-06 W1-4 399
Chuck Broscious M-06 W1-5 399
Chuck Broscious M-06 W1-6 399
Chuck Broscious M-06 W1-7 399
Chuck Broscious M-09 T4-15 378
Chuck Broscious M-09 T4-15 379
Chuck Broscious M-09 W1-1 399
Chuck Broscious M-10 T4-16 379
Chuck Broscious M-10 T4-16 380
Chuck Broscious M-10 W1-2 399
Dennis Donnelly M-01 T1-2 105
Carolyn Hondo M-02 T2-1 180

Carolyn Hondo M-02 T2-1 181
John Horan M-03 T1-1 77
Mary McReynolds M-01 T4-10 376
Mary McReynolds M-04 T4-12 377
Mary McReynolds M-05 T4-11 376
Mary McReynolds M-05 T4-11 377
Mary McReynolds M-12 T4-14 377
Mary McReynolds M-12 T4-14 378
Mary McReynolds M-13 T4-9 376
Mary McReynolds M-13 T4-13 377
Lynn Mineur M-01 T4-2 372
Lynn Mineur M-01 T4-3 372
Lynn Mineur M-01 T4-4 372
Lynn Mineur M-01 T4-5 372
Lynn Mineur M-01 T4-5 373
Lynn Mineur M-01 W6-1 417
Lynn Mineur M-01 W6-2 417
Lynn Mineur M-01 W6-3 417
Lynn Mineur M-01 W6-4 417
Lynn Mineur M-01 W6-8 418
Lynn Mineur M-04 T4-6 373
Lynn Mineur M-04 W6-5 417
Lynn Mineur M-11 T4-7 373
Lynn Mineur M-11 W6-6 417
Lynn Mineur M-12 T4-8 373
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Lynn Mineur M-12 T4-8 374

Lynn Mineur M-12 W6-7 417

Lynn Mineur M-12 W6-7 418

Lynn Mineur. M-15 W9-1 424

Lynn Mineur M-15 W9-2 424

Bruce Schmalz M-03 W2-1 402

Bruce Schmalz M-03 W2-2 402

Bruce Schmalz M-03 W2-3 402

Patricia and Donald Scott M-01 T4-1 322
Patricia and Donald Scott M-01 W7-1 419
Patricia and Donald Scott M-07 W7-3 419
Patricia and Donald Scott M-08 W7-4 419

Patricia and Donald Scott M-11 W7-2 419
Patricia and Donald Scott M-12 W7-2 419
John E. Tanner M-03 T1-3 105
Michael J. Ushman M-04 T3-1 219
Michael J. Ushman M-04 T3-1 220
Michael J. Ushman M-14 T3-2 233

(64 rows affected)
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(40 rows affected)

(14 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)
(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

(0 rows affected)

Name Comment# Page Category

Chuck Broscious T4-15 378 M-09

Chuck Broscious T4-15 379 M-09

Chuck Broscious T4-16 379 M-10

Chuck Broscious T4-16 380 M-10

Chuck Broscious T4-17 380 M-05
Chuck Broscious T4-18 380 M-06

Chuck Broscious T4-19 360 M-06

Chuck Broscious T4-20 381 M-06

Chuck Broscious T4-21 381 M-06

Chuck Broscious T4-22 381 M-02

Chuck Broscious T4-23 381 M-04

Chuck Broscious W1-1 399 M-09

Chuck Broscious W1-2 399 M-10

Chuck Broscious w1-3 399 M-05

Chuck Broscious WI-4 399 M-06
Chuck Broscious W1-5 399 M-06
Chuck Broscious W1-6 399 M-06

Chuck Broscious W1-7 399 M-06
Chuck Broscious W1-8 399 M-02
Dennis Donnelly T1-2 105 M-01

Carolyn Hondo T2-1 180 M-02

Carolyn Hondo T2-I 181 M-02

John Horan T1-I 77 M-03
Mary McReynolds T4-9 376 M-13
Mary McReynolds T4-10 376 M-01

Mary McReynolds T4-11 376 M-05

Mary McReynolds T4-11 377 M-05

Mary McReynolds T4-12 377 M-04

Mary McReynolds T4-13 377 M-13

Mary McReynolds T4-14 377 M-12

Mary McReynolds T4-14 378 M-12
Lynn Mineur. T4-2 372 M-01

Lynn Mineur T4-3 372 M-01

Lynn Mineur T4-4 372 M-01
Lynn Mineur T4-5 372 M-01

Lynn Mineur T4-5 373 M-01

Lynn Mineur T4-6 373 M-04

Lynn Mineur T4-7 373 M-11

Lynn Mineur T4-8 373 M-12

Lynn Mineur T4-8 374 M-12

Lynn Mineur W6-1 417 M-01

Lynn Mineur W6-2 417 M-01

Lynn Mineur W6-3 417 M-01

Lynn Mineur W6-4 417 M-01

Lynn Mineur W6-5 417 M-04

Lynn Mineur W6-6 417 M-11
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Lynn Mineur M-12 T4-9 374
Lynn Mineur M-12 w6-7 417
Lynn Mineur M-12 W6-7 418
Lynn Mineur M-15 W9-1 424
Lynn Mineur M-15 W9-2 424
Bruce schmalz M-03 W2-1 402
Bruce Schmalz M-03 W2-2 402
Bruce Schmalz M-03 w2-3 402
Patricia and Donald Scott M-01 T4-1 322
Patricia and Donald Scott M-01 W7-1 419
Patricia and Donald Scott M-07 W7-3 419
Patricia and Donald Scott M-08 W7-4 419
Patricia and Donald Scott M-11 W7-2 419
Patricia and Donald Scott M-I2 w7-2 419
John E. Tanner M-03 T1-3 105
Michael J. Tishman M-04 T3-1 215
Michael J. Uehman M-04 T5-1 220
Michael J. Ushman M-14 T3-2 233

(64 rows affected)


